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Abstract 
Coastal areas are important as regions where human populations are concentrated and as 
places that support highly productive ecosystems which provide many natural resources 
fundamental to human societies. Increasing pressure on coastal systems from population 
growth and development-related activities is causing ecosystem loss and degradation. 
Further, a diversity of people, perspectives and interests concentrated in coastal areas creates 
multiple, often incompatible values for coastal systems. These multiple (pluralistic) values 
manifest and are mediated at multiple decision-making levels and within various structures of 
governance and their influence in decisions concerning coastal land-use and management are 
poorly understood. 
This research addresses the following knowledge gaps that exist at a sub-national regional 
scale: the type of ecosystem values found in coastal systems experiencing growth and 
development pressure and how they are considered in decision making; the array of 
governance structures and processes with influence over coastal decisions; and the influences 
of governance structures to constrain or enable the inclusion of different ecosystem values in 
coastal decisions. To address these knowledge gaps the thesis examines the specific research 
questions:  
1. At a regional scale what ecosystem values are represented in coastal systems by 
multiple stakeholder groups and what influences their integration (or exclusion) in 
land-use decisions and policies? 
2. What decision structures and processes that comprise sub-domains of governance are 
present in coastal systems and how do they cohere to influence policy for sustainable 
management? 
3. How do different governance sub-domains influence the mediation of coastal 
ecosystem values in coastal land-use decision making and policy? 
This research applies a case study approach to the region of south-east Queensland, Australia. 
The case offers significant insight as the (sub-national) region is an important scale of 
governance for public policy and because the complex administrative arrangements and rapid 
growth of south-east Queensland provide a policy-rich situation for analysis. A total of 69 
interviews were conducted in investigation across the three research questions. First, Q-
methodology was used to systematically study stakeholder perspectives (n=43) of coastal 
ecosystem values using mangroves as a case study setting. The mediation of decisions that 
support either the conservation or development of mangrove areas provides a tangible proxy 
for broader decisions regarding the coast. Second, a descriptive-normative analysis of 
institutions was applied using data elicited from review of policy documents and interview of 
experts (n=6) to distinguish the governance sub-domains throughout the region that influence 
coastal decisions. The third and final study phase used policy documents and interviews of 
policy actors (n=20) related to retrospective decision cases from each governance sub-domain 
to identify decision attributes that influenced integration or exclusion of different coastal 
ecosystem values.  
The first research component revealed four core reasons why coastal ecosystems are valued 
throughout the region: as green infrastructure; for recreational opportunity and well-being; to 
sustain regional industries and communities; and for coastal living. These different 
perspectives potentially influence coastal management depending on which ecosystem 
services are prioritised in the decision structure. Decisions in favour of ‘provisioning’ 
services pose the greatest threat to retention of the full range of ecosystem values, in contrast 
to decisions favouring ‘regulating’ services that preserve options for future delivery of 
services. Mediation of different values in coastal policies were also shown to be potentially 
influenced by the power, urgency and legitimacy (i.e., saliency) of stakeholders to put forth 
and promote their perspectives in a decision context. The second research component 
depicted coastal management in the region through four overlapping sub-domains of 
governance: Coastal Planning and Development; Natural Resource Management; Major 
Projects; and Public Land and Coastal Waters. Each had a discrete goal enacted through 
regularised decision-making structures that draw together distinct clusters of networks, rules, 
beliefs and practices. The third research component showed that different decision structures 
can exert influence in the mediation of coastal ecosystem values through: bounding and 
limiting the range of values that make the ‘agenda’; dependency of policy decisions on broad 
value inclusion and stakeholder ‘buy-in’ to be effective; the extent to which values are 
internalised in decision structures; and the integrity with which competing values are 
mediated.  
A number of significant implications arise from these research findings. First, the competitive 
and constrained nature of coastal areas within the region promotes the economic value of 
coastal land that can potentially privilege policies for development over those that provide 
broad indirect public benefit. Local governments are likely to play a major role and have 
conflicting interests in these decisions. A second key implication is that institutions to support 
regional governance arrangements for sustainable coastal management are underutilised (e.g. 
regional networks, regional environmental reporting and regional level planning processes) 
and those of individual governance sub-domains often compete or conflict (e.g. practices that 
undermine official goals and formal regulations). The final implication is that a shared basis 
to direct future governing for sustainable coastal management can be based on normative 
principles for adaptability and legitimacy, despite diversity among the governance sub-
domains. Governing for adaptability recognises the complex and dynamic environment of the 
coast and governing for legitimacy recognises its diverse and contested nature.  
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CHAPTER 1 INTRODUCTION TO THE STUDY 
The coast can be seen as an ecosystem with intrinsic values, a commodity that can be bought 
and sold, a community place where people meet, a landscape with aesthetic appeal, a 
productive system that generates profits, a property to be managed or a spiritual realm that 
relates to proper order and reverence. Each construction has implications for rights and 
responsibilities, who should manage the coast, to what ends and by what means. (Stocker, 
Kennedy, et al. 2012, p. 9) 
 
Globally, coastal areas provide significant social, ecological and economic benefits and 
opportunities. At this scale, the importance of the coast has been recognised to the extent it has 
become a separate policy domain and the focus of significant reform (Coffey & Vodden 2012). This 
importance derives from the coast as regions where human populations are concentrated (Caton & 
Harvey 2010) and as places supporting ecosystems that are among the most productive in the world 
(Agardy & Alder 2005). Further, humans are highly dependent on coastal resources (Caton & 
Harvey 2010). The coast is also important as it is subject to increasing impacts from development-
related activities imposed as a result of the combined effects of population and resource dependency 
(Caton & Harvey 2010). Collectively, these issues demonstrate clear global imperatives for 
sustainable management of the coast. 
 
The coast is a complex environment where biophysical processes are dynamic at a variety of 
temporal and spatial scales, and are influenced by both marine and land based systems. Significant 
and emergent changes along the coast are wrought by natural forces, together with human use and 
influence, and are compounded by effects associated with climate change. This complexity creates 
uncertainty in the knowledge processes that attempt to predict changes along the coast and in the 
potential consequences and outcomes of actions taken to manage change. These challenges of 
complexity, uncertainty and high decision-stakes are typical in almost all coastal regions of the 
world (Kenchington, Pokrant & Glasson 2012; Smith et al. 2009) and make the planning and 
implementation of sustainable coastal management both significant and problematic. 
 
In Australia, global trends have triggered key phases of reform in approaches to coastal 
management (Harvey et al. 2012). These have included: a growing public awareness of 
environmental impacts and emphasis on sustainable development; community participation in 
planning and decision making; and a shift to integrated resource management and that of integrated 
coastal (zone) management (Caton & Harvey 2010; Harvey, Clarke & Nursery-Bray 2012). Current 
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approaches emphasise environmental change and reflect management that prioritises coastal 
adaptation to climate change (Harvey, Clarke & Nursery-Bray 2012). Whilst coastal management 
policies in Australia have broadly reflected these global trends, practices at a sub-national level 
have been varied. 
 
The coast itself forms part of Australia’s national identity and often is portrayed as iconic of the 
way of life and culture (Stocker, Kennedy, et al. 2012). This notion has contributed to a ‘sea 
change’ migration with increasing human settlement and ‘suburbanisation’ along the coast (Smith 
& Doherty 2006). More than 85 per cent of Australians live in the cities and regional centres along 
the coastal fringe, with indications that coastal population growth is accelerating (Clark & 
Johnstone 2017). Futher, a large proportion of Australia’s international and domestic tourism is 
based on the coast (Clark & Johnston 2017). Growth in population and tourism is having 
considerable impact on coastal regions as a result of pressures such as rapid residential development 
and land use change, increasing demand for infrastructure and community facilities, changes to the 
economic basis of local communities, and transitions in the social composition and character of 
coastal communities (Berwick 2007; Clark & Johnston 2017; Smith & Doherty 2006).  
 
Administrative arrangements to manage the Australian coast occur across three levels of 
government, involve multiple management levels (Coffey & O'Toole 2012), and in practice often 
devolve to local government (Caton & Harvey 2010; Harvey, Clarke & Nursery-Bray 2012). In 
recent years, these arrangements have been shaped further by emergence of the (sub-national) 
region as an important scale of governance for public policy. This has given rise to new institutions 
– persistent, predictable arrangements, laws, processes or customs that structure human interactions 
(Dovers 2006) – and new institutional frameworks in which institutions are drawn together. In a 
regional context, decisions about the coast take place in a multi-layered system that attempts to 
manage a diversity of people, perspectives and interests present on the coast. Coastal management 
occurs through such multi-level governance, whereby complex and interacting decision making 
occurs across multiple jurisdictions and sectors, and involves a diversity of state and non-state 
actors (Fidelman et al. 2013). Against this background, decision-making processes that inform 
coastal management have been characterised as ‘fragmented’ (Dale et al. 2010) and are often 
conflicted with tensions that stem from fundamental differences in ‘what to manage and how to 
manage’ (Stocker, Kennedy, et al. 2012). Whilst there are divergent constructs about problem 
causes that afflict the coast and the best way to tackle them, the goal of sustainability and 
sustainable use of coastal resources remains a core challenge (Stocker, Kennedy, et al. 2012). 
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Sustainability centres on a concern to integrate social, ecological and economic dimensions. It aims 
to conserve options for later generations to gain benefits from natural resources and ecological 
services, while also ensuring equity of how these benefits are accessed within the existing 
generation (Dovers & Hussey 2013). Over the past two decades, regionalisation reforms in 
Australian public policy have attempted to give effect to broad sustainability objectives (Alexandra 
2012). The evolution of these arrangements for natural resource management (NRM) has 
purportedly provided greater capacity for integration across social, ecological and economic issues 
(Lockwood et al. 2009). These arrangements include a strategic approach underpinned by 
ecosystem services thinking (Pittock, Cork & Maynard 2012) that aims to recognise human 
dependence on ecosystems by making visible their multiple (pluralistic) values in decision making 
(Gómez-Baggethun et al. 2014). The value of benefits derived from ecosystems, however, is 
context dependent and varies according to the needs and social constructs of people (Fagerholm et 
al. 2012; Gorddard et al. 2012). In a coastal context, the failure of policy to capture and consider the 
plurality of values has contributed to the enduring nature of many issues that pervade sustainable 
management (Clarke et al. 2013). For example, the development of coastal wetlands and mangrove 
ecosystems often fails to account for the ecological and social benefits these systems provide. 
Coastal ecosystems and landscapes provide many non-use and intrinsic benefits that often are 
overlooked or underestimated in policy decisions, and this obviates fair outcomes and narrows the 
range of options for consideration in future decisions (Gorddard et al. 2012). Further, a changing 
coastal landscape can present new threats to existing values (Gorddard et al. 2012) and as attributes 
of ecosystems change, so too can the properties and scale of these systems that people find useful 
and therefore of value (De Groot, Fisher & Christie 2010; Hein et al. 2006).  
1.1 DEFINING THE RESEARCH PROBLEM 
While policy integration of social, ecological and economic values has been supported through 
approaches that guide strategic management of natural resources, there are few examples of 
application at a regional level (Maynard, James & Davidson 2010; Pittock, Cork & Maynard 2012). 
Further, decisions about the coast occur in a regional context of multi-level governance and derive 
from a variety of administrative levels and from a variety of policy domains other than NRM. These 
domains present different institutional frameworks with different decision structures - the means 
through which decisions are organised or brought to the point of choice through regularised 
decision processes. As the region remains an important scale of governance in Australia (Alexandra 
2012; Clayton, Dovers & Harris 2011), and as coastal areas continue to be the focus of regional 
land use change and development, it is important to understand how regional arrangements can 
influence the integration of pluralistic ecosystem values in policies that affect their management. 
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The primary research question is “In what ways are coastal ecosystem values integrated in decision 
making and policy in a regional context?” 
1.2 RESEARCH AIM AND OBJECTIVES 
The overarching aim of this research is to examine how pluralistic coastal ecosystem values are 
integrated in decision making and policy in the context of regional governance. It applies a case 
study approach to the south-east Queensland region and uses mixed methods to analyse influences 
from: (1) Australian public policy; (2) regional stakeholder perspectives; (3) regional governance 
architecture; and (4) regional governance sub-domains. The research methods are referred to in the 
relevant chapter descriptions of the thesis overview (section 1.4) and described in detail for each of 
the results chapters (Chapters 4-6).  
 
The research has four objectives: 
 
OBJECTIVE 1. Review coastal management in the context of Australian public policy and identify 
macro influences that shape current practices. 
 
OBJECTIVE 2. Identify ‘what is valued’ about the coast and examine how regional perspectives can 
influence value integration in policy. 
 
OBJECTIVE 3. Examine the key decision structures and processes that comprise sub-domains of 
governance in the region that affect the coast and identify how this architecture 
influences policy coherence for sustainable coastal management. 
 
OBJECTIVE 4. Evaluate the sub-domains of coastal governance in the region and determine how 
their different institutional frameworks influence value integration in policy.  
1.3 RESEARCH SIGNIFICANCE 
This research is novel as it examines coastal management in a regional governance context, which 
has largely been the purview of studies focused more broadly on NRM and outcomes for terrestrial, 
agricultural or catchment-based issues (Clarke & Harvey 2013; Clarke et al. 2013). Although NRM 
remains a primary component in this research, policy of other administrative levels (in particular 
that of local government) in addition to regional policies per se, and policies of other sectors (e.g. 
planning and development) are analysed collectively for the coastal area of the region. 
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This research contributes to the field of coastal management that has foundations in coastal 
processes and coastal engineering (Caton & Harvey 2010; Smith & Fletcher 2007). As a discipline, 
coastal management has evolved to become an accepted field of environmental management (Smith 
& Fletcher 2007) and draws on a range of biophysical and social science disciplines. The 
persistence of “well-documented” problems in coastal management that challenge sustainability is 
attributable partly to governance processes that fail to capture and consider pluralistic values in 
decision making (Clarke et al. 2013, p. 91; Stocker, Kenchington, et al. 2012). Decision-making 
processes need to account for multiple values for management to be responsive to a changing 
climate and for the ensuing policy to gain public acceptance. To foster long-term sustainability, 
decision structures must be capable of capturing and emphasizing the multiple values that 
ecosystems provide, as decisions that maximise diversity offer greater options for the future 
(Raudsepp-Hearne et al. 2010; Rodríguez et al. 2006) and act as a vital mechanism in an adaptive 
policy framework that allows decisions to be adjusted (Gorddard et al. 2012). Decision-making 
processes also need to consider multiple values to account for differences in viewpoints and enable 
negotiation. Where values are overlooked, marginalised or perceived as under threat, their 
importance and worth can be exaggerated where processes of deliberation occur (McDonough et al. 
2014). This can polarise debate, prevent rationale dialogue, and make negotiation even more 
difficult (Pittock, Cork & Maynard 2012). Processes that exclude certain values, ultimately exclude 
certain stakeholders, thereby creating potential for conflict and reducing opportunity for policy 
acceptance, stability and efficacy (Lawton & Rudd 2013).  
1.4 THESIS OVERVIEW 
This thesis contains seven chapters that comprise an introduction to the study (Chapter 1), 
background to the case study (Chapter 2), literature review (Chapter 3), three results chapters 
(Chapters 4-6), and a concluding chapter that synthesizes the research outcomes (Chapter 7). Figure 
1 shows the structure of the four research objectives as they relate to the thesis chapters and the core 
research enquiry. This section concludes with a short description of each chapter. 
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Figure 1. Thesis structure relative to research objectives and the core research enquiry. 
Chapter 1 provides an introduction to the study that establishes the global context of coastal 
management as a problem of complexity, uncertainty and high decision-stakes. The research scope 
frames the complexity of administrative arrangements for coastal management in Australia at a 
regional level and the core challenge to sustainable use of coastal resources as being the integration 
of social, ecological and economic values in policy. Four objectives are outlined that form the basis 
of the research construct. 
Chapter 2 establishes the validity for a case study approach using process-orientated policy analysis, 
justification for the ‘region’ as a case and in particular, the selection of south-east Queensland as the 
case study site. Background to the case study site is provided. 
Chapter 3 reviews the various literatures that provide the analytical basis of the research. The 
chapter distinguishes varying notions of ‘policy’ and the ‘coast’ and identifies macro influences 
shaping contemporary coastal policy in Australia (Objective 1). 
Chapters 4 investigates ‘what is valued’ about the coast by applying Q-methodology to 
systematically study stakeholder perspectives and using mangrove ecosystem services to represent 
value pluralism. Different perspectives are analysed in relation to ecosystem service categories and 
demand for different ecosystem ‘bundles’. The potential for these perspectives to influence value 
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integration in decision making is discussed in relation to stakeholder saliency and management 
practices that can serve to constrain or encourage expression of these perspectives (Objective 2). 
Chapters 5 broadens the research focus from management to governance and applies a descriptive-
normative approach to examine policy coherence across the regional coastal governance system and 
identify appropriate examples for analysis in the following chapter. It uses literature and expert 
interviews to identify and describe key institutions according to a four part framework that 
distinguishes different governance sub-domains. Reference to normative principles for multi-level 
environmental governance is used to assert the strengths and opportunities that can affect policy 
potential for sustainable coastal management across the region (Objective 3). 
Chapters 6 deepens the case study of the south-east Queensland region and uses retrospective 
decision cases identified in the preceding chapter to examine how different decision structures for 
coastal management influence value integration. It applies a process-orientated analysis of policy 
using in-depth interviews of policy actors to assess the extent to which ecosystem values were 
included in decision structures and categories of the institutional framework that influenced value 
integration. Specific learnings for future governing are drawn from across the decision cases in 
relation to normative principles for environmental governance (Objective 4).  
Chapter 7 returns to the overarching, primary research question and draws together the 
contributions from the four research objectives that structured the thesis. The chapter reiterates the 
original research problem and proposed research strategy and provides an outline of the major 
findings from each of the core chapters (4-6). Key limitations of the study are reviewed and the 
major contributions of the thesis to the primary field of coastal management are articulated. The 
chapter and the thesis concludes by highlighting future research needs. 
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CHAPTER 2 A CASE STUDY OF SOUTH-EAST QUEENSLAND 
“… development continues to take precedence over amenity and biodiversity along south-east 
Queensland’s coastline.”  (Comment from expert: Queensland Government 2008, p. 21) 
This research is an inductive study in which specific observations are analysed to enable broader 
knowledge and understanding of coastal management. It applies a case study research strategy 
whereby: the research is centred on the interrelationships that comprise the context of a specified 
unit or entity (i.e., phenomenon, event or organisation); and analysis is focused on the relationship 
between this entity and the contextual attributes it comprises (Mills, Durepos & Wiebe 2010). The 
study is a single-case design that has multiple embedded units of analysis that examines influences 
from stakeholder perspectives (Chapter 4), regional governance architecture (Chapter 5), and 
institutional frameworks of decision making (Chapter 6). 
 
The conditions of this research are consistent with those that favour a case study strategy, including 
the type of question posed by the study. In this instance, the research is qualitative and seeks to 
investigate the how of coastal management policy in the context regional governance, thereby 
differing from experimental or deductive studies that focus on questions with an empirical 
importance (i.e., how many, how much) (McLaren 2010). Conditions also consistent with selection 
of a case study approach are that the research is centred on contemporary events and has little 
ability to manipulate events (Arts & Buizer 2009).  
 
Whilst the research methods are described in detail for each of the results chapters (Chapters 4-6), 
this chapter provides: explanation of the intended research approach to analyse policy; detail of case 
study site selection; and context of the selected research case - the south-east Queensland region. 
The chapter concludes with remarks that characterise the research case approach. 
2.1 POLICY ANALYSIS 
This research analyses the potential of policy to foster sustainable coastal management through 
integration of its three interdependent dimensions - social, ecological and economic. It recognises 
that decision making is an intrinsic part of the policy process and refers to both process and 
outcome (Adger et al. 2003). Policy solutions in the management of natural resources have been 
described as largely experimental, with learning arising by ‘doing’ and sometimes accompanied by 
unintended consequences (Bellamy et al. 2001; Clayton, Dovers & Harris 2011). This has placed 
importance on identifying what works and what doesn’t work and analysing the factors that 
contribute to policy successes and failures. Policy analysis however, is focused increasingly on 
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planning and management ‘processes’ that are recognised as being equally important and a central 
determinant of the actual biophysical or resource ‘outcomes’ (Lazarow 2006; Oliver & Whelan 
2006). Outcome-orientated and process-orientated approaches to evaluating management of natural 
resources have different strengths and weaknesses. As with other streams of natural resource 
management, it is accepted widely that coastal planning and management requires a focus on both 
resource outcomes and management processes (Lazarow 2006). 
 
Outcome-orientated and summative approaches are well-recognised and established approximations 
for assessing environmental policies and governance processes (Rauschmayer et al. 2009; Wallace, 
Cortner & Burke 1995). The ‘outcome’ of a process can be analysed in terms of its direct ‘output’ 
(e.g. a management plan, strategy or law) and the impact or ‘consequences’ of such output with 
regard to the objectives being targeted (e.g. ecosystem extent and condition) (Rauschmayer et al. 
2009). This analysis often aligns to a driver-pressure-state-impact-response framework to portray 
environmental change, which then enables distinction between policy options that seek to influence 
either the driver, alleviate direct pressure or emphasise changing the impact on society 
(Rauschmayer et al. 2009). Uncertainty is a major challenge for outcome-orientated analysis, as 
outcomes are difficult to readily measure and evaluate. What constitutes success varies according to 
perspective and establishing causality of specific policy is problematic, in particular as cause and 
effect can be separated by significant time lags (Clayton, Dovers & Harris 2011). In addition, policy 
goals and objectives often are defined vaguely, which makes the impacts or consequences of such 
policy difficult to establish as its intended effect is unclear (Bellamy et al. 2001; Wallace, Cortner & 
Burke 1995). Evaluation is often further hindered by a lack of baseline and ongoing monitoring 
data, with the task often overtaken by a focus on what to measure, how best to measure and an 
emphasis on biological indicators to the exclusion of other contextual factors (Margoluis et al. 
2009). These approaches can overlook the human element and be reduced to merely reporting on 
the status of a resource, with no analysis of how the intervention affected that resource (Margoluis 
et al. 2009). 
 
In comparison, process-orientated approaches can capture a more formative, integrated and broader 
perspective (Wallace, Cortner & Burke 1995). Good processes arguably contribute to improved 
quality of the ‘output’ and are a precondition for acceptance, and therefore implementation of, the 
output (Rauschmayer et al. 2009). In addition, analysis that focuses on process has application 
beyond a single policy, program or project (Hill & Lynn 2004) with “good process [is] integral to 
consistently good policy” (Althaus, Bridgman & Davis 2013, p. 41). Processes can be analysed in 
terms of certain characteristics of decision making that make visible the way that decisions are 
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made about the objectives being targeted (e.g. who was involved, in what capacity were they 
involved, how did deliberation occur and how were final decisions arrived at). This analysis often 
aligns to a normative aim that establishes best case characteristics or normative criteria against 
which empirical observations can be assessed and which can help reveal contextual aspects that 
reduce uncertainty between output and consequences (Rauschmayer et al. 2009).  
 
The increased emphasis in process-orientated analysis in literature relating to environmental policy 
parallels the broader paradigm shift in the management of natural resources away from single-issue 
based planning toward more ‘integrated’ resource management (Robins 2007). Resource 
degradation no longer is regarded simply as an environmental problem, but is viewed as a result of 
the interaction between people and their environment (Bellamy et al. 1999). This has resulted in 
fundamental changes to policy approaches, including greater community participation in decision 
making and the involvement of an expanded array of actors (Ryan et al. 2010). Adoption of new 
policy models has spurred new approaches to monitoring, evaluation and analysis (see Bellamy et 
al. 2001) that have emphasised ‘processes’ rather than only the outcomes.  
 
This research focuses on process-orientated analysis of policy and occurs firstly through 
investigation of how different perspectives of coastal values are prioritised in decision making 
(Chapter 4). It addresses the methodological difficulty of selecting an appropriate process to 
analyse, inherent in process-orientated evaluation (Rauschmayer et al. 2009), by identifying the key 
decision structures and processes that influence coastal resources and selecting associated examples 
(Chapter 5). It is these examples of process that define the level and sector of analysis (Chapter 6). 
2.2 CASE STUDY SITE SELECTION  
In Australia over the past two decades the (sub-national) ‘region’ has (re-) emerged as a cost-
effective scale in the division of responsibility for public policy into specialised portfolios and 
agencies (Brown 2007b). New approaches to planning and delivery of policy have been extended 
from the purview of economic growth to include key policy areas such as environmental and natural 
resource management. Although conceptions of the ‘region’ vary (Brown 2007b), it is widely 
regarded as an appropriate governance level to address management of natural resources (Clayton, 
Dovers & Harris 2011) with considerable differences occurring among regions in ecosystem 
services and threats (Bryan et al. 2010; Raymond et al. 2009). Further, the ‘region’ is likely to 
continue as a socio-political unit underpinning future planning and delivery of public policy in 
Australia (Alexandra 2012; Clayton, Dovers & Harris 2011). Regionalisation in Australia is 
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predominantly based on river catchments and local government areas (Reeve & Brunckhorst 2007) 
and the ‘region’ forms the basis as a ‘case’ for study in this research. 
Whilst administrative arrangements for coastal management in Australia technically occur across 
three levels of government, in practice these responsibilities, such as development control and direct 
management of coastal areas and facilities, are undertaken largely by local government (Caton & 
Harvey 2010; Harvey, Clarke & Nursery-Bray 2012). At a regional level there are considerable 
differences in the number of constituent coastal councils and the extent to which growth in 
population is being experienced. These factors contribute to challenges of complexity, uncertainty 
and high decision-stakes and provide useful criteria in selection of a regional case. A further 
consideration in case study selection was the avoidance of regions adjacent to the Great Barrier 
Reef (GBR). This was for the reason that these regions have a unique higher (supra) level 
management layer that stems from joint arrangements between the Australian and Queensland 
governments, whereas this research predominantly seeks to focus on arrangements and decision 
making that are more typical of coastal regions such as those involving local government. Further 
criteria applied in the selection of a case study region included ease of access to stakeholders and 
actors and sampling convenience.  
 
The research focus on exploring how coastal ecosystem values are integrated in decision making in 
a regional context, required a policy- and institutionally- rich case study setting to maximise access 
and opportunity to examine decision making. The coastal region of south-east Queensland fulfills 
this requirement and was selected as the case study for a number of specific reasons. First, the 
region has a high number of constituent coastal councils that present a diverse selection of 
arrangements with which to examine decision making and policy development. Second, the south-
east Queensland region is located outside the GBR catchment and portrays a decision making 
context that is more likely to be typical or representative of coastal regions throughout Australia. 
Further, south-east Queensland presents high regional population growth that ensures researcher 
access to stakeholders and actors. Finally, the region itself  offers researcher sampling convenience 
(Table 1).  
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Table 1. Broad criteria applied in case study region selection. 
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*Number of constituent coastal 
councils 4 3 3 3 4 7 10 
*GBR catchments ü ü ü ü ü x x 
**Population % increase 2009-2015 19% 22% 22% 22% 21% 23% 10% 
Access to stakeholders and actors High Medium High Low High High Low 
Sampling convenience Low Low Low Low Medium High Medium 
 [Sources: *AIMS e-atlas (AIMS 2015a); **ABS estimated resident population by local government area (LGA) 2001 
to 2015 calculated by region using coastal LGAs wholly or partly included in the region (ABS 2016)] 
2.3 SOUTH-EAST QUEENSLAND  
The region of south-east Queensland is situated on the eastern seaboard of Australia (Figure 2). It 
covers approximately 2,300,000 hectares and extends from Noosa in the north, south to the New 
South Wales border, west to the Great Dividing Range and east to the Moreton Bay islands (SEQC 
n.d). Delineation of the region is primarily by the natural resource management (NRM) 
administrative boundary that is applied by the Australian Government for NRM investment 
reporting, as well as environmental and agricultural reporting. Differing slightly is the statutory 
regional planning boundary applied by the Queensland Government for the purposes of economic 
and land use planning. Further jurisdictional boundaries are present with 14 local governments in 
the region, seven of which are referred to in this study as ‘coastal’ or that are contain a coastline. 
Eight local governments are wholly contained within this region and six share partial areas with 
adjacent NRM regions (Error! Reference source not found.). Each jurisdictional layer has a 
different sphere of influence over coastal areas and issues and this contributes to the complexity in 
the ways that decision making occurs in a regional context. 
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Figure 2. South-east Queensland NRM region. 
(Adapted from AIMS 2015b) 
 
The south-east Queensland region contains one of the state’s largest concentrations of urban 
development, accommodating an estimated 67 percent (3.2 million people) of Queensland’s 
population (DILGP 2016b), with the majority concentrated along the coast (Binney 2010; Roiko et 
al. 2012). Slightly more than half of the region’s population are accounted for in the two largest 
population centres of Brisbane (35 percent) and the Gold Coast (18 percent) (Roiko et al. 2012). 
The region is one of the fastest growing in Australia and the population is forecast to increase by 54 
percent on the current population (1.7 million people) by 2036 (DILGP 2016b). This growth can be 
attributed to natural increase and migration from interstate and overseas, with people attracted to the 
region because of its mild climate, job growth, relaxed lifestyle and relative affordability 
(Queensland Government 2008). The concentration of high-skilled jobs, educational facilities and 
cultural opportunities also attracts people from rural or other regional areas within Queensland 
(Queensland Government 2008). Rapid growth and change in the region can bring new perspectives 
and can change existing values of coastal landscapes that have important implications for policy and 
decision making. 
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Table 2. Local municipalities within south-east Queensland NRM region and coastal proximity. 
Local Government Authority Extent within SEQ NRM region Coastal (i.e., containing coastline) 
Gympie Regional Council Partial Yes 
South Burnett Regional Council Partial No 
Noosa Shire Council Whole Yes 
Somerset Regional Council Partial No 
Sunshine Coast Regional Council Partial Yes 
Moreton Bay Regional Council Partial Yes 
Toowoomba Regional Council Partial No 
Lockyer Valley Council Whole No 
Brisbane City Council Whole Yes 
Redland City Council Whole Yes 
Ipswich City Council Whole No 
Logan City Council Whole No 
Scenic Rim Council Whole No 
Gold Coast City Council Whole Yes 
 
South-east Queensland features a diverse mosaic of landscapes and supports a rich biodiversity. 
Several main river systems and associated tributaries traverse the coastal plain and form estuaries to 
Moreton Bay and the open coast. The coastline of the region spans approximately 750 kilometres of 
coastal shoreline and 467 kilometres estuarine foreshore (SEQC n.d). Of particular importance 
across this landscape are coastal wetlands that are comprised of melaleuca swamp, mangroves, salt 
marsh and pans (Burley et al. 2012). These ecosystems play a critical role in coastal protection from 
cyclones and storm surge (Koch et al. 2009) and are also important to the region as they underpin 
vital industries such as tourism and fisheries. These areas provide environmentally sensitive sites 
that support state and federally listed flora and fauna species and contain natural values that are 
internationally recognised with both Ramsar and World Heritage properties.  
The region’s expected growth and associated demand for infrastructure and development has 
significant implications for natural and coastal resources, with the potential for loss of 
environmental amenity and increased pressure on ecosystems. Further, the region is likely to 
experience a number of considerable changes in climate that will present major challenges to its 
communities. These predicted climate changes include: an increase in high temperatures and the 
number of days that exceed 35˚C (Queensland Government 2008); changes in annual average 
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precipitation with more intense and frequent events such as tropical cyclones, storms and drought 
(Abbs, McInnes & Rafter 2007); and sea-level rise projected at 0.5m by 2070 (Wang et al. 2010). 
Impacts associated with such change are likely to include reduced water availability for cities, 
industries, agriculture and natural ecosystems, as well as an increasing risk of extreme erosion 
events and storm surges (Abbs, McInnes & Rafter 2007). These impacts highlight human 
dependence on the capacity of ecosystems to generate essential services, and the importance of 
ecological feedbacks for societal development. Future policy and governance will need to 
acknowledge this interdependence of human and ecological systems to prevent irreversible changes 
and consequences for the regional economy, ecosystems and human well-being. 
2.4 CONCLUSION 
The potential of coastal management policy to advance sustainability can be analysed through a 
process-orientated approach that examines decision making and the characteristics of how decisions 
are taken. This approach reflects changing concepts about environmental issues and acknowledges 
the interdependence between human and environment relations by evaluating social processes 
rather than resource condition. The (sub-national) region has emerged as an important scale of 
social organisation for decision making that impacts on coastal management and provides an 
appropriate case study unit as it is likely to remain relevant in future policy planning and delivery. 
Whilst administratively complex, many responsibilities for management of the coast occur at a local 
government level with the selected case study region of south-east Queensland containing seven 
coastal councils. 
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CHAPTER 3 AUSTRALIAN PUBLIC POLICY AND COASTAL MANAGEMENT  
“Intertwined social, economic, and cultural interests make the challenges of coastal 
management, challenges of society. By its very nature, coastal management is the 
management of people’s activities within coastal regions.” (Lazarow, Smith & Clarke 2008, 
p. 87) 
This research is multi-disciplinary and draws on literature from public policy and administration, 
environmental governance, natural resource management (NRM) and coastal management. The 
chapter aims to review the key concepts and macro influences that shape contemporary coastal 
management policy in Australia. First, various notions of ‘policy’ and how the ‘coast’ is defined are 
reviewed. The chapter proceeds with an outline of the overall policy context for coastal 
management that is structured according to the broad influences of federalism, governance and 
regionalism. Subsequent sections synthesise key aspects of the changing approach to natural and 
coastal resource management and provide concluding remarks. 
3.1 NOTIONS OF POLICY AND THE COAST 
The notion of public policy can be regarded in a multitude of ways ranging from the broad ideology 
of a government through to literal expressions such as legislation and programs (Althaus, Bridgman 
& Davis 2013). The ‘public’ component of ‘public policy’ often is taken to mean public sector 
ownership, or the policies of elected government. It also has been taken to suggest public-
mindedness and concern for public interest (Baehler & Scott 2010). However, policy can be 
interpreted more widely as being an authoritative choice, or a hypothesis or as a means to an end. 
Policy can be considered as a broad stance or attitude and has been described as “what governments 
do, or choose not to do” (Dye 2008, p. 1). This view highlights that decisions not to act signal an 
implicit policy of non-intervention (Baehler & Scott 2010) and importantly, that a government’s 
philosophy is evident through the issues it chooses to address (Althaus, Bridgman & Davis 2013; 
Baehler & Scott 2010). The issues that make the ‘agenda’ and in turn form policy are instigated by 
a variety of drivers ranging from the radical brought about by events such as governmental changes, 
or natural events and disasters that prompt crisis management, or they can emerge gradually over 
time in increments (Althaus, Bridgman & Davis 2013; Baehler & Scott 2010; Head 2008). This 
process is fundamentally political, with issues formulated according to the values, perceptions and 
interests of various actors, with the ensuing policy considered an authoritative response to a public 
problem (Althaus, Bridgman & Davis 2013; Versteeg & Hajer 2005).   
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A further conception of policy is as a theory of cause and effect, or a hypothesis whereby constructs 
of society and its behaviour provide the basis for policy design. Policy essentially ‘tests’ 
assumptions and anticipates consequences of government actions, such as incentives to encourage 
one behaviour over another, or measures to elicit buy-in behaviour or foster compliance (Althaus, 
Bridgman & Davis 2013; Howlett & Lejano 2013). This interpretation of public policy is evident in 
descriptions that it “almost always attempts to get people to do things they might not otherwise do” 
(Schneider & Ingram 1990, p. 513). In this context, public policy is conceived as a mechanism that 
aims to change behaviour, with selection of a policy tool proceeding from a theory about decisions 
and actions that can be manipulated or influenced by the targeted institution, group or individuals 
(Althaus, Bridgman & Davis 2013). 
 
A third and fundamental view of policy is that it is the means through which objectives are 
achieved. In this regard policy is seen as “a course of action to attain certain results” (Althaus, 
Bridgman & Davis 2013, p. 8). This may refer to specific programs or activities, each with an 
implicit premise of how the expected result will be achieved, as well as the broader sense of policy 
as strategic direction. This can be further understood as a course of action taken by government 
through use of its powers and authority to effect an intended result.  
 
Whether policy is conceived as a choice, a theory or as a means to achieve an objective, the variety 
of reasons for which it is designed has given rise to a variety of definitions for ‘the coast’. Different 
domains of policy deal with different substantive issues (Dovers & Hussey 2013) such that the coast 
can be viewed in terms ranging from scientific definitions, or in relation to objectives for planning 
and economic development, or more holistically as part of a land-sea catchment continuum when 
considering integrated resource management (Caton & Harvey 2010; Stocker, Kennedy, et al. 
2012). For example, scientific definitions become geographically broader as they become more 
inclusive of the scale (time and space) of physical processes that affect the land-sea interface (Caton 
& Harvey 2010). Scientific definitions based on coastal processes or costal form, however, are not 
usually practical for management purposes. Definitions for management are typically designed 
according to linear boundaries such as the mean high water mark or jurisdictional boundaries such 
as a local government area (Caton & Harvey 2010). In this context, the concept of a coastal ‘zone’ 
is usually applied, thereby enabling statues to allocate administrative roles and responsibilities, such 
as those that act as triggers for development assessment. This view can be contrasted to that of 
many Australian Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islanders whereby the land and sea is often seen as a 
continuous, intrinsically connected ‘sea country’ (Stocker, Kenchington, et al. 2012). A similar, 
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holistic view is applied in NRM approaches whereby the coast is viewed as part of a broader 
catchment with management actions prioritised at this scale.  
3.2 MACRO INFLUENCES FROM PUBLIC POLICY 
Whilst the theoretical basis behind notions of ‘public policy’ and ‘the coast’ can help explain how 
and why a government chooses to respond to issues of coastal management, these responses are 
shaped by overarching influences. These ‘macro’ influences imply those that affect the whole 
country and which establish gross-level policy settings. Although there are potentially many such 
influences (e.g. natural disasters, new technology), the most relevant in the context of Australian 
coastal management are federalism, governance and regionalism. 
Federalism 
Public policy takes place within the structures of government, with federalism being at the core of 
the constitutional system in Australia. The constitution does not officially recognise environmental 
matters (Wescott 2012), with regulatory frameworks delegated to the states and territories for land 
and water management. State and territory responsibility for coastal planning and management 
extends to three nautical miles seaward of the coast, and for the Commonwealth from three to 200 
nautical miles or the extent of the Exclusive Economic Zone (Wescott 2012). 
 
Policy objectives are achieved through a range of means and the federal division of powers under 
the Australian constitution constrains selection of instruments used to give effect to objectives 
(Althaus, Bridgman & Davis 2013). Whilst the states and territories have the majority of direct legal 
mandate for policy as it relates to coastal management, this can be supplanted by powers and 
responsibilities open to the Commonwealth - through matters such as foreign affairs and treaties - 
coupled with exclusive access to taxation revenue streams (Althaus, Bridgman & Davis 2013; 
Galligan 2011). Essentially, the federal structure limits state and territory government sovereignty 
and thus policy-making in most key areas, including coastal management, involves a complex 
interplay between the Commonwealth and the states and territories (Galligan 2011). The notion that 
state governments are autonomous within their sphere and impervious to pressure for change from 
above or below has been replaced largely by a dynamic whereby states are tending to delegate their 
role in areas of public policy to others (Brown 2007b). 
 
Although the states and territories have jurisdiction over the coastal zone they delegate significant 
responsibilities to local government, such as those for development control and environmental 
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protection (Wescott 2012). Local government presents a third layer in the division of powers, which 
it acquires through state legislation, and is inherently regarded as “closer to the people than other 
spheres of government” (Head 2007, p. 156). Although not declared in the Constitution, this level of 
government is becoming more important in policy activity (Brown 2007b), which has significant 
attendant financial and resource implications. This significance can be attributed to a range of 
factors including: devolution of functions from higher levels of government whereby local 
government is obliged to take on new functions; increased complexity or standards in service 
provision as a result of legislative enactment that effectively raises the bar; cost shifting whereby 
local government agrees to assume services of another government sphere and funding is later 
reduced or stopped but communities demand continuation of the service, or where a higher 
government level ceases a function; increased community expectations whereby local communities 
demand improved services or provision of an entirely new service; as well as policy choice where 
local governments choose to expand or improve services voluntarily (Kelly, Dollery & Grant 2009).  
 
The parallel trends in Australian public policy of increased centralisation in Commonwealth power, 
yet increased policy and service delivery at a more local or decentralised level, appear seemingly 
inconsistent. That centralising and decentralising pressures should both be operating within 
contemporary governance can be explained in several ways. These include ongoing public 
dissatisfaction with governance at the state level, which leads to ongoing calls for intervention by 
the federal government in many areas of policy that traditionally have been the remit of the states 
(Brown 2007b), especially coastal management (Clarke & Harvey 2013). A further reason is the 
changing role of state governments away from one where parochial rights were strongly guarded, to 
one that is enhanced through intergovernmental collaboration and supporting the means for 
devolution of responsibilities (Brown 2007b; Galligan 2011).   
 
The various levels of government have access to different mechanisms with which to achieve policy 
goals and these mechanisms present a range of constraints, opportunities and incentives. The most 
obvious form in which this occurs is direct government action, whereby public sector programs and 
agencies provide goods and services (Coria & Sterner 2011). Traditionally, policy also is 
instrumented through legislation and regulation. Laws establish a framework for action and details 
are often contained in regulations that can be delegated to other government levels (Althaus, 
Bridgman & Davis 2013). A further mechanism through which policy is achieved is use of 
economic and monetary instruments. In this context, the spending and taxing powers of government 
are used to influence activity beyond government (Althaus, Bridgman & Davis 2013).  
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Policy also can be achieved through less obtrusive means of intervention, such as the use of 
advocacy instruments. Rather than force a result, policy outcomes are planned on the basis of 
collective action influenced through use of information to educate or persuade (Coria & Sterner 
2011). Similarly, the use of networks, where policy is enacted through input and energy from a 
range of parties, applies a more contemporary approach (Althaus, Bridgman & Davis 2013). This 
diverges from traditional policy models, and governments often adopt a function of policy 
facilitator rather than fulfilling the otherwise dominant role in delivering services or policy 
implementation (Althaus, Bridgman & Davis 2013; Eversole & Martin 2005). 
 
Policy problems, however, often apply a combination of instruments simultaneously and are often 
addressed by multiple jurisdictions (Coria & Sterner 2011). Important trends are prevalent in policy 
instrument choice, and in the Australian context for example, this includes a shift away from the use 
of regulatory tools and greater application of market-based instruments (Bocher 2012; Clayton, 
Dovers & Harris 2011). More broadly there has been a change in actual policy problems, some of 
which are becoming increasingly harder to structure or resolve (Baehler & Scott 2010), such as 
those relating to management and use of natural resources that are described as complex, open-
ended, intractable or ‘wicked’ (Head 2008). Policy responses to such problems need to 
accommodate a long-term focus and span multiple sectors and jurisdictions, for which regulatory 
instruments alone are inadequate (Bocher 2012).  
Government to governance 
The increase in use and reliance on third parties such as non-government organisations (NGOs), as 
well as greater emphasis on public consultation, has emerged partly as a way to develop innovative 
and cost-effective policy strategies to address complex issues (Head 2008). In doing so, government 
has become one among many actors that negotiate and deliberate policy ideas (Althaus, Bridgman 
& Davis 2013). This reflects a broader trend of government to governance, at an NRM sector level 
and in public policy generally, whereby there is a greater focus on the processes and interactions 
that link governments to civil society rather than on the institutions of the state (Bevir 2010; Brunet-
Jailly & Martin 2010; Robins 2007).  
 
Governance can be described as the structures and processes by which societies share power and 
authority and govern behaviour (Lebel et al. 2006; Ryan et al. 2010). Environmental governance, 
such as that relating to natural and coastal resources, can be equated to interventions that seek to 
change “environmental-related incentives, knowledge, institutions, decision making, and 
behaviours” (Lemos & Agrawal 2006, p. 298). It embodies regulatory processes and the 
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mechanisms, or the means and ways through which actors influence environmental actions and 
outcomes. Governance is broader than government (i.e., the ‘state’) and includes communities, 
businesses, and non-government organisations (Lemos & Agrawal 2006). 
 
Fundamental to the notion of governance is the changing role of the state and state-society relations 
from which more decentralised governance approaches have evolved (Brown 2007b; Fawcett & 
Daugbjerg 2012). Transitions have occurred for example via economic means such as ‘contracting-
out’ of services, as well as through new strategies for community engagement (Bevir 2010). These 
reforms have led to greater use of markets and networks, as well as a rise in the variety of public, 
community and private sector ‘actors’. In this context, government capacity has been transferred 
“upward, downward and outward” together with powerbases that have restructured along new lines 
(Althaus, Bridgman & Davis 2013, p.98).  
Regionalism vs regionalisation 
Against the background of the changing power basis associated with Australian federalism and a 
governance trend that emphasises links between government and civil society, there has emerged an 
important ‘fourth sphere’ of governance at the regional level (Brown 2007b). The term of a ‘region’ 
in this sense is applied to the sub-national level, however, there are many often overlapping 
meanings of the concept and that of ‘regionalism’. 
 
A generic expression of regionalism often is used in a top-down context in reference to 
‘administrative’ or ‘scientific’ aspects for purposes of planning, bureaucratic organisation, 
distribution of funding, service delivery and community engagement (Brown 2007b). This 
interpretation, however, is more consistent with ‘regionalisation’ whereby administrative regions 
are formed to enable improved management efficiency and delivery, guided by government or 
industry (Moore 2005). In contrast, ‘regionalism’ is a bottom-up constitutional phenomenon 
developed by community and applied by governments to organise various spatial features of society 
(Brown 2007b; Moore 2005).  
 
Governance is central to the concept of regionalism, as it is within governance structures that people 
make policy decisions about what regional futures should be and how they should be achieved 
(Eversole 2005). Hence the form that regional governance assumes, that is “the combination of 
institutions, processes and relationships that govern economic, social and environmental decision 
making at the regional scale” (Brown 2005, p. 19) will determine the issues and approaches for 
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which policy is developed within a region. This has particular importance for decisions regarding 
management and use of natural resources, which feature among a region’s greatest assets.  
 
In Australia, policy scaled at a regional level has focused traditionally on economic growth, with 
renowned phases such as those associated with economic reconstruction following the Great 
Depression (1932) and post-war reconstruction (1941-49) (Brown 2005).  In such regional planning, 
natural resources generally have been viewed as raw materials used to generate prosperity (Eversole 
& Martin 2005). However, in recent decades, policy initiatives and new regional governance 
institutions have been extended in many key policy areas with extensive adoption in NRM and 
environmental regulation (Brown 2007a; Lockwood et al. 2009). Despite a lack of empirical 
evidence (Lane et al. 2004) and evaluation frameworks with which to assess the efficacy of 
outcomes (Potts et al 2016), there is a strong opinion among practitioners that addressing NRM 
issues at a regional level is justified, effective and likely to remain (Clayton, Dovers & Harris 
2011). These views are supported in scenario planning by Alexandra (2012, p. 222) who forecast 
that “policy frameworks based on devolved, regional governance continue[d] to evolve” and new 
approaches to regional planning will enable central governments to focus on regions as the cost-
effective scale through which valuable ecosystem goods and services can be ensured delivery.  
3.3 NATURAL AND COASTAL RESOURCE MANAGEMENT 
Policy regarding the management of natural resources is challenging for governments, as natural 
systems are inherently dynamic, complex and characterised by uncertainty. This makes it hard to 
define and structure specific problems, with the interdependencies of any particular natural resource 
difficult to isolate. As “policy is often defined by how problems are shaped” (Wallace, Cortner & 
Burke 1995, p. 44), solutions to NRM issues are not formulated easily and are evolving continually 
(Stocker, Kenchington, et al. 2012). In Australia, the past three decades have seen the emergence 
and reform of NRM policy and programs. A significant component has been decentralisation of 
NRM planning to the regional level and establishment of a regional NRM ‘delivery model’ based 
on federal-state bilateral agreements and regional partnerships (Clayton, Dovers & Harris 2011). 
Throughout this time, regional planning arrangements were formalised and a new regional 
institutional framework was established whereby 56 NRM regions were created (Head, Ross & 
Bellamy 2016). Whilst this regional framework and the associated regional bodies may be well 
established and continue to facilitate NRM delivery, governance arrangements have continued to 
evolve, with re-centralisation of controls by the federal government prompting a ‘business model’ 
approach (Head, Ross & Bellamy 2016). 
 
23 
 
The consideration of coastal environments in NRM has changed throughout various policy phases. 
Although coastal zones are no longer considered as biogeographical units separate from terrestrial 
NRM units, the extent to which catchment and coastal areas are integrated in policy varies between 
regions (Wimbush 2006). Coastal management in the context of regional NRM delivery is 
challenged for many reasons, in particular because much of the land tenure in the coastal 
environment is publicly owned (Clarke 2011; Wimbush 2006). This establishes an expectation that 
such areas should already be managed by government, making it difficult to attract appropriate 
partners and funding (Wimbush 2006). A further challenge stems from the origin of regional NRM 
structures that had an initial focus on catchment-based issues (Moore 2005; Wimbush 2006), with 
funding for the coast continuing to compete with terrestrial interests (Clarke & Harvey 2013). 
 
Whilst management of coastal resources can be viewed in the context of NRM policy, the specific 
management of coastal areas more broadly occurs within pre-existing Commonwealth and state 
regulatory frameworks for environmental protection and development control (Lockwood & 
Davidson 2010). At a national level, successive reforms for management of the coast have reflected 
changing approaches that were initiated with the emergence of coastal protection strategies in the 
1970’s as reactive responses to coastal erosion (Harvey et al. 2012). Gradually these were replaced 
by approaches orientated toward ‘sustainability’ following the release of the National Strategy for 
Ecologically Sustainable Development in 1992 (Harvey et al. 2012). Prepared at the same time was 
the Resource Assessment Commission Coastal Inquiry (RAC 1993) that provided a strong platform 
for the introduction of sustainability principles to the coastal agenda (Harvey, Clarke & Nursery-
Bray 2012). In response to this inquiry a range of national initiatives emerged (e.g. Coastal Action 
Plan for Australia, the Commonwealth Coastal Policy and the community-based program 
Coastcare) (Harvey, Clarke & Nursery-Bray 2012). Sustainability reforms, together with those of 
regionalisation and greater involvement of community in decision making, gave rise to aspirations 
for an integrated coastal (zone) management approach (Caton & Harvey 2010).  
 
Integration is multi-dimensional and includes government levels (vertical), sectors (horizontal), 
land/seascapes (spatial) and science-management and knowledge forms (disciplines) (Caton & 
Harvey 2010). In Australia’s federated system, a lack of integration has prevented progress on 
sustainable coastal management and has been emphasised in a number of national coastal inquiries - 
e.g. Australian Coastal Zone Management (HORSCEC 1980); The Injured Coastline: Protection of 
the Coastal Environment (HORSCERA 1991); Coastal Zone Inquiry: Final Report (RAC 1993); 
and Managing our Coastal Zone in a Changing Climate: The Time to Act is Now (HORSCCCWEA 
2009). Despite these inquires, integration and national coordination for coastal management has 
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largely been regarded as “policy without implementation” (Wescott 2012, p. 92) and current 
pressures affecting the coast continue to increase. These pressures broadly relate to: catchment land 
use and development (e.g. habitat destruction, hydrological modifications, pollution and the 
construction of artificial structures); and resource extraction and agriculture (e.g. maintenance and 
addition of coastal infrastructure for processing and export, conversion of native ecosystems for 
agricultural production) (Clark & Johnston 2017). Of particular importance is the pressure on 
coastal areas from climate change (Clark & Johnston 2017). Although sustainability remains a key 
goal in current coastal management policy in Australia, emphasis on integration has been replaced 
by priorities for coastal adaptation to climate change (Harvey, Clarke & Nursery-Bray 2012).  
 
The implications of climate change have exerted a dominant influence on more recent approaches to 
coastal management, which relies on land use planning to mitigate risk and vulnerability (Harvey, 
Clarke & Nursey-­‐Bray 2012; Stocker, Kenchington, et al. 2012). This approach focuses on 
protection of human life and properties in close proximity to the shoreline, as well as associated 
low-lying lands that are vulnerable to risk from coastal impacts of climate change, particularly sea-
level rise (Stocker, Kenchington, et al. 2012). Scholars suggest that this climate-centric focus has 
usurped previous efforts for greater integration (Harvey et al. 2012). 
 
The national coastal vulnerability assessment Climate Change Risks to Australia’s Coast (DCC 
2009) establishes a foundation for states and territories to undertake more detailed studies on which 
legislative arrangements can be based. To date, however, there remains considerable variation in 
regulatory measures between states and territories (Harvey, Clarke & Nursey-­‐Bray 2012) and more 
broadly through other types of policy responses to address priorities for coastal management. This 
substantiates calls for stronger national leadership and greater federal intervention (e.g. Clarke & 
Harvey 2013; Wescott 2012) to better coordinate responses and prevent further pressure on coastal 
environments and communities. Whilst a key driver of coastal management reform, local 
government is at the front-line in these dilemmas as they have to reconcile how best to achieve the 
responsibilities devolved from higher government levels and fulfil increasing and diverse 
community expectations of coastal uses. 
3.4 CONCLUSION 
Notions of public policy and the coast differ in ways that are fundamental in understanding the roles 
of government and non-government actors. The power to instigate and influence public policy 
responses increasingly involves civil society and has transitioned to a scale whereby regional 
governance is important. Public policy specific to coastal management exemplifies the dynamics of 
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federalism whereby approaches continue to evolve in response to broad changing priorities such as 
climate change adaptation, yet responses are left to local level authorities to mediate.  
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CHAPTER 4 STAKEHOLDER PERSEPCTIVES FOR COASTAL ECOSYSTEM 
SERVICES AND INFLUENCES ON VALUE INTEGRATION IN POLICY 
Simpson, S, Brown, G, Peterson, A & Johnstone, R 2016, ‘Stakeholder perspectives for coastal 
ecosystem services and influences on value integration in policy’, Ocean & Coastal 
Management, vol. 126, pp. 9-21. 
“The mangrove system doesn’t need anyone to manage it. It’s the people – you have to 
manage the people.”  (S4R2)  
4.1 INTRODUCTION  
The concept of ecosystem services emerged from an increasing awareness that benefits provided by 
natural systems often were overlooked or underestimated in policy decisions (Costanza et al. 1997; 
Hein et al. 2006). As a framework for decision making, an ecosystem services approach seeks a 
more integrated process by enabling inclusion of intangible aspects of ecosystems together with 
more physical costs and benefits (Pittock, Cork & Maynard 2012). Recognition and formalisation of 
the concept in the policy arena occurred through release of the United Nations Millennium 
Ecosystem Assessment (MEA 2005) and underpins current environmental policy in Australia 
(Pittock, Cork & Maynard 2012). 
The challenge of integrating the pluralistic values of natural resources in decision making is not 
new and forms part of a broader multi-dimensional issue of integration for effective coastal 
governance. In Australia, the coastal zone contains more than 85 percent of the population (DCCEE 
2010) and is subject to impacts from increasing human dependence on coastal resources and 
pressure from development-related activities. Sustainable management of coastal areas is 
challenged because of complex administrative processes, characterised by decision making that is 
‘layered’ (Clarke & Harvey 2013) and ‘fragmented’ (Dale et al. 2010), and involves a diversity of 
people and perspectives (Coffey & O'Toole 2012). The lack of progress toward a more integrated 
approach partly stems from failure to capture and consider the plurality of interests and values 
present on the coast (Clarke et al. 2013; Stocker et al. 2012), which is compounded by institutional 
arrangements that constrain the issues and values that can be considered by regional governance 
units (Alexandra 2012).  
Coastal areas are valued in a multitude of ways (Stocker & Kennedy 2009), many of which are 
unable to be articulated and included in decision-making processes. The term ‘value’ in this context 
refers to a relative importance conferred or assigned, which is influenced by a person’s held values 
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(i.e., ideals) and their perception of that (i.e., an object) which is important or of worth (Brown 
1984). Accordingly, ‘what is valued’ about the coast represents different worldviews, constructs or 
‘truths’, supported by different forms of knowledge and different ways of knowing (Stocker & 
Kennedy 2009). Ecosystem services are defined where this value is conferred to specific benefits 
from ecosystems (MEA 2005), with a central tenet of the concept that benefits become ‘services’ 
when they are valued by humans (Fagerholm et al. 2012). Although an ecosystem services approach 
fundamentally aims to integrate value domains in decision making, values predominantly have been 
ascribed in economic or biophysical formats (Plant & Ryan 2013). As the basis for decision 
making, this information can neglect social values and those that provide intrinsic, non-use or 
indirect benefits that are often unable to be captured or are obscured by methods that frame such 
values. Short-term needs of humans are often favoured in decision making regarding ecosystem 
services, partly as a consequence of preferential selection for provisioning services that are tangible, 
more readily identified and therefore able to be valuated (Rodríguez et al. 2006). In the sphere of 
coastal management, such decision making has limited the spectrum of issues being considered and 
has resulted in narrow policy settings that privilege protection of built infrastructure and terrestrial 
resource management (Clarke & Harvey 2013). Sustainability requires decision-making processes 
to account for multiple values so that greater knowledge can inform trade-offs (Raudsepp-Hearne et 
al. 2010) and policy development is less likely to be adversarial with a greater chance of public 
acceptance (Lawton & Rudd 2013).  
This chapter aims to investigate how different perspectives of ‘what is valued’ about the coast can 
affect the integration of social, ecological and economic dimensions in decision making. It uses 
mangroves in south-east Queensland, Australia as a case study setting to examine varying 
viewpoints in coastal management. It is guided by the research question, ‘How can stakeholder 
perspectives for coastal ecosystem services influence the integration of values in coastal 
management policy?'. This inquiry is addressed through objectives to: (1) identify distinct 
stakeholder perspectives for coastal ecosystem services; and (2) determine associated elements that 
can influence integration of values in policy. The study uses Q-methodology to systematically study 
stakeholder perspectives of coastal ecosystem services. The technique facilitates identification of 
natural groupings between stakeholders who have shared values (Gruber 2011) and that represent 
different perspectives. The ecosystem services and categories emphasized in each perspective 
provide a basis to examine their influence in decision making. The regional focus adopted in the 
research is appropriate as decisions about the coast and impacts on coastal resources derive from 
policy scaled to this level, such as those related to NRM and environmental regulation (Alexandra 
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2012; Head 2005), and because considerable variability in ecosystem services and threats exist 
among regions (Bryan et al. 2010; Raymond et al. 2009).  
The chapter begins by synthesizing research from a range of disciplines to establish how different 
approaches to valuation have captured mangrove ecosystem services. It then proceeds to provide 
details of the regional context of the south-east Queensland and mangrove ecosystem study area. 
Subsequent sections describe the Q-methodology and present results that interpret four factors 
revealed in the analysis. These perspectives are analysed in relation to ecosystem service categories 
and stakeholder analysis to identify elements that can influence value integration in decision 
making. The chapter closes with a discussion of the implications of research findings and 
concluding remarks that relate these findings to management and policy. 
4.1.1 Mangrove ecosystem service valuation and decision making  
Valuation of mangrove ecosystem services has favoured economic and ecological over social 
approaches (James et al. 2013), and has focused on a limited number of specific ecosystem services 
(Barbier 2012b). These trends are reflected in the study of ecosystem services in general with social 
valuation under-utilised because of unclear frameworks (Felipe-Lucia 2015). When social valuation 
is included, its use is often confined to assessment of cultural services rather than all category types, 
or malapplied using econometric methods based on social preferences (Felipe-Lucia 2015). 
Moreover, valuations have concentrated on individual key services but not multiple or bundled 
services, with targeted services regarded as being the most critical (e.g. habitat for biodiversity) or 
amenable to intervention such as through environmental markets (Pittock, Cork & Maynard 2012). 
Economic valuations of mangroves have been directed at three key ecosystem services to inform 
environmental policy and management, in particular, options for land use (Barbier 2012a, 2012b). 
These valuations have focused on: (1) nursery-breeding habitats for marine fisheries; (2) barrier 
functions protecting coastal communities and infrastructure from the impacts of storm events; and 
(3) raw materials and products fundamental to livelihoods (Barbier et al. 2011). These studies have 
helped redress decision making that preferences short-term economic gains from conversion of 
mangrove ecosystems to pond aquaculture, principally in Asian and Latin American countries. 
Mangrove conversion has been the leading cause of mangrove loss worldwide (Spalding, Kaniuma 
& Collins 2010). More recently, the focus and motivation for economic studies of mangrove 
ecosystem services has expanded to include carbon sequestration (i.e., ‘blue carbon’) to inform 
financial incentive measures aimed at maintaining carbon stores for climate change mitigation (e.g. 
Alongi 2011). 
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Ecological valuations have focused on the same subset of ecosystem services including carbon 
sequestration (e.g. Hutchison et al. 2014). Recent research has progressed from biophysical 
assessments of the capacity of the ecosystem to deliver services, toward quantifying spatial and 
temporal variability in delivery of these services (Barbier 2012b; Lee et al. 2014). Whereas earlier 
studies evidenced habitat-fishery linkages or storm protection benefits, later studies quantified 
where and when these services vary according to non-linear spatial properties such as distance to 
the seaward edge (Manson et al. 2005), habitat configuration or connectivity (Lee et al. 2014), and 
temporal influences including seasonal biomass and tidal level (Koch et al. 2009). This research has 
been intended to identify thresholds for service provision or ecological collapse to prioritise 
conservation efforts (Barbier 2012b). 
The predominance of economic and ecological valuations of a limited number of ecosystem 
services can belie interactions among services and marginalise those for which valuation is more 
difficult. This can result in trade-offs whereby the increased use of one service occurs at the cost or 
reduction of the benefits supplied by another service, now or in the future (Raudsepp-Hearne et al. 
2010). In some cases, a trade-off may be an explicit choice, but in others, trade-offs can occur 
unintentionally when knowledge is incomplete, incorrect, or unable to capture the value of an 
ecosystem service, such as the case where there are no markets or suitable proxies (Rodríguez et al. 
2006). The consideration of individual ecosystem services as elements of an interrelated whole or 
‘bundle’ can help inform decision making by highlighting the underlying motivation for 
management of an ecosystem. Ecosystem bundles refer to coincidental delivery of a set of 
ecosystem services linked to a given ecosystem (Berry et al. 2015 ), with trade-offs arising when the 
core reasons the ecosystem is valued are divergent (Martín-López et al. 2012). 
4.1.2 Mangroves of south-east Queensland 
This chapter uses mangroves to identify examples of multiple values that are present within the case 
study region of south-east Queensland (Figure 3). Mangroves provide a variety of ecosystem 
services many of which are difficult to capture and measure and thereby are often overlooked or 
undervalued in processes of current decision making, exacerbating environmental degradation 
(Aburto-Oropeza et al. 2008). The mediation of decisions that support either the conservation or 
development of mangrove areas provides a tangible proxy for broader decisions regarding the coast. 
Mangrove extent throughout the region has declined by over 2,000 hectares from an estimated 
17,299 hectares in pre-European times to 15,291 hectares in 2009 (Accad et al. 2012). This trend 
conceals a higher actual loss estimated in excess of 3,800 hectares, which has been offset through 
natural recruitment and establishment of new mangrove areas (Manson, Loneragan & Phinn 2003), 
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resulting in substantial change in the extent and spatial distribution of mangroves. The greatest 
causes of loss have been clearing for expansion of the Brisbane Airport and Port of Brisbane, and 
removal for industrial development and construction of marinas and canal estates (Manson, 
Loneragan & Phinn 2003). Recent and further loss and cumulative impact is anticipated from large-
scale developments such as the ‘New Parallel Runway’ project at Brisbane Airport (BAC 2007) and 
urban expansion (e.g. proposals for development of Toondah Harbour and Weinham Creek in the 
south-east of the region [Lloyd et al. 2014]). Aggregated loss is also expected from a variety of 
other causes from human impacts and natural events. 
The region is one of the fastest growing in Australia (Queensland Government 2008) and provides a 
complex policy and governance setting for this research. It contains one of Queensland’s largest 
concentrations of coastal urban development, accommodating an estimated 68 percent of the state’s 
population (Queensland Government 2008). Three different jurisdictional layers are present and 
each has a different sphere of influence over coastal and mangrove areas. A further jurisdictional 
boundary is applied by the Queensland Government for the purpose of economic and land-use 
planning that incorporates areas to the north as part of the region. Sub-regional level jurisdictions 
apply through 14 local government areas, seven of which are coastal and contain mangroves.  
 
Figure 3. The south-east Queensland region and mangrove extent. 
(Adapted from AIMS 2015c) 
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4.2 METHODS  
Q-methodology was used to fulfil the first study objective to identify distinct stakeholder 
perspectives of coastal ecosystem services, using mangroves as a case example. The methodology 
was selected as it aims to reveal patterns between participants across a sample of variables, in 
contrast to standard survey approaches that seek patterns among variables across a sample of 
participants (Barry & Proops 1999). This approach was required for the study as the focus was to 
capture the breadth and variety of perspectives and not the number or characteristics of participants 
that subscribe to them. Accordingly, large probability sampling was not required and the reduced 
set of people needed for a sample (the P-set) was selected purposively to ensure that diversity in 
‘what is valued’ was captured (Watts & Stenner 2012). The method comprised: the person-sample 
(P-set); study stimuli (Q-set); interviews and Q-sorting; and data analysis.  
Study participants (P-set)  
Study participants were identified by stakeholder category, with nine categories across four sectors 
defined as those who have the capacity to affect or be affected by mangroves in south-east 
Queensland (Error! Reference source not found.). A comprehensive database of potential 
participants from relevant localities, groups, government departments, businesses and individuals 
was compiled through a combination of approaches including geographical footprint, interests and 
through key informants and snowballing (Colvin et al. 2016) whereby existing contacts and 
interviewed participants were asked to nominate others. A total of 43 interviews were conducted 
between 20 January and 2 June 2015 that comprised five participants (identified as R1 through to 
R5) from each stakeholder category (identified as S1 through to S9), except for State and Federal 
Government where six participants (R1 to R6) were interviewed and Indigenous People where two 
participants were interviewed. There are varying heuristics of Q-methodology for the number of 
participants. Studies with between 40 and 60 participants are considered adequate (Stainton Rogers 
1995) while Watts and Stenner (2012) suggest fewer participants than the number of items 
comprising the Q-set (30 in this case). A higher number was considered necessary in this study to 
ensure confidence that the breadth of viewpoints within each stakeholder category was captured.  
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Table 3. Stakeholder categories by sector and salience (colour coded) selected for identifying 
ecosystem services associated with mangroves in south-east Queensland with number of study 
participants. 
SE
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STAKEHOLDER CATEGORY SALIENCE 
C
O
M
M
U
N
IT
Y
 
1. Adjacent Residents (n=5)  
Individuals who live next to a mangrove area. These stakeholders possess legitimate claims, 
but generally lack the power or urgency to influence claims or situations regarding the 
resource.  
Low 
(legitimacy) 
2. Environmental Community Group  / Non-Government Organisations (NGO) (n=5)  
Groups or organisations that aim to protect the natural environment and whose priority 
includes coastal and mangrove areas. The claims of these stakeholders regarding the 
resource are legitimate and urgent but often lack power, which is generally held by others. 
Moderate 
(legitimacy; 
urgency) 
3. Local Civic Organisations (n=5) 
Organisations that seek to represent member views regarding a particular interest or issue 
with relevance to the planning and management of coastal areas of which mangroves are a 
part. The claims of these stakeholders regarding the resource are legitimate and urgent but 
often lack power, which is generally held by others. 
Moderate 
(legitimacy; 
urgency) 
4. Indigenous People (n=2) 
Indigenous people who have a recognised connection with coastal and mangrove areas in 
south-east Queensland. Their claims regarding the mangrove resource are legitimate and 
urgent but often lack power, which is generally held by others. 
Moderate 
(legitimacy; 
urgency) 
5. Recreational Groups (n=5) 
Activity-based groups that seek to represent their members who gain enjoyment from 
specific benefits provided by coastal and mangrove areas. Stakeholders’ claims are 
legitimate and urgent but often lack power, which is generally held by others. 
Moderate 
(legitimacy; 
urgency) 
G
O
V
E
R
N
M
E
N
T
 
 
6. Local Government (n=5) 
Coastal councils of the south-east Queensland region and their respective business units that 
administer legislation and policy affecting mangroves. Local governments possess 
legitimacy and power but not always the urgency. 
Moderate 
(legitimacy; 
power) 
7. State and Federal Government (n=6) 
State or federal government agencies that administer key legislation and policy affecting 
mangroves. These government agencies possess legitimacy and power but not always the 
urgency. 
Moderate 
(legitimacy; 
power) 
PR
IV
A
T
E
 
SE
C
T
O
R
 8. Commercial Operators and Industry Groups (n=5) 
Commercial operators or industry groups whose operations depend on, or can affect the 
extent and health of mangroves in the region. As stakeholders, they have legitimacy and 
power, but not always the urgency in a given situation. 
Moderate 
(legitimacy; 
power) 
PA
R
T
N
R
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&
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A
R
C
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 9. Partnerships and Research Organisations (n=5) 
Non-statutory bodies, partnerships or research organisations whose business can affect the 
mangrove resource through means other than legislation such as information and education 
or incentivisation. Their claims are legitimate and urgent, but often lack the power for which 
they are dependent on others. 
Moderate 
(legitimacy; 
urgency) 
 
An analysis of stakeholder categories was undertaken to assist with fulfilment of the second study 
objective to determine elements that influence integration of values in policy. This analysis was 
performed using the typology of Mitchell, Agle and Wood (1997) to determine stakeholder 
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salience, or the degree to which priority is given to competing stakeholders claims. Levels of 
salience for each stakeholder category were determined according to the attributes of power, 
legitimacy and urgency. Power is the ability to bring about a desired outcome, legitimacy is the 
stake, standing or claim in a decision, and urgency is the imperative and degree to which immediate 
attention is required (Mitchell, Agle & Wood 1997). Indicators of power include legal mandate, 
social and financial capacity; indicators of legitimacy often relate to moral claims or things ‘at risk’ 
such as property rights; and indicators of urgency include conditions of time sensitivity where delay 
is unacceptable to a stakeholder, or/and criticality in importance of the issue to a stakeholder 
(Mitchell, Agle & Wood 1997). Stakeholders possessing one attribute are considered to have low 
salience, those with two attributes have a moderate level of salience, and those with all three are 
classified as definitive stakeholders with high salience (Mitchell, Agle & Wood 1997). Stakeholder 
categories were examined with reference to descriptors of salience categories to assert a salience 
level for each category found in . Judgements regarding salience levels, however, are 
generalisations, do not persist in a steady state, and are likely to change for any given decision 
context (Mitchell, Agle & Wood 1997).  
Study stimuli (Q-set)  
In Q-methodology study participants are presented with a set of stimuli known as the Q-set, which 
typically takes the form of a set of statements regarding the research topic (Dziopa & Ahern 2011). 
Participants are asked to rank these statements according to their point of view in response to a 
condition of instruction that guides placement from least to most. This process is referred to as Q-
sorting. The Q-set is drawn from a concourse that comprises the wider range of relevant aspects of 
the topic (Exel & Graaf 2005). In this research, scientific literature provided the basis for concourse 
development as the construct of ecosystem services is predominately within the scientific field. In 
addition, the use of scientific literature as a basis for the concourse enabled compilation in a 
systematic and verifiable manner.  
Scientific articles containing the key search terms and derivatives of ecosystem service and 
mangrove in any title, abstract or keyword fields were extracted from the Scopus database. No date 
constraint was needed because the phrase ‘ecosystem service’ was not part of the lexicon until the 
concept gained acceptance with release of the MEA (2005). A total of 99 suitable articles were 
extracted, with 70 of these reviewed to identify all potential ecosystem services identified as being 
provided by mangroves. The review was limited to 70 articles as this represented a saturation point 
where it was clear that no new information was being obtained. 
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A total of 76 specific mangrove ecosystem services were identified and categorised into four groups 
according to their function as defined by the MEA (2005) - (1) regulating; (2) supporting; (3) 
cultural; or (4) provisioning. This information was captured using NVivo (QSR version 10) 
software that allows text to be coded, thereby facilitating organisation and structuring of qualitative 
data. Use of this software enabled creation of a repository where all information similarly coded 
was isolated and readily retrieved. This provided a chain of evidence showing the link between the 
coded text that culminated in the label assigned to the ecosystem service along with its 
categorisation and the primary information sources (i.e., scientific articles). During this process a 
further two categories emerged. These were threats to mangroves (n=44) and disservices from 
mangroves (n=4). The category of threats was included as study results were intended to assess 
decision frameworks that govern policy development. The addition of the disservices category was 
to ensure that the concourse was balanced and unbiased, as not all aspects or services provided by 
mangroves can be regarded as benefits to people. Disservices relate to social or economic effects of 
ecosystems that are negative to human well-being (Lyytimaki & Sipila 2009), for example the 
provision of breeding areas for biting midges in mangrove areas. The ecosystem services, threats 
and disservices were condensed and summarised to form the Q-set that comprised 30 single 
sentence statements spanning six categories (listed the results section). Care was taken to ensure 
that the wording of statements was easily understood and unique in relation to other statements by 
pilot testing and an iterative review process. Testing involved practice interviews using the draft Q-
set with five different people who provided feedback that enabled progressive refinement.  
Interviews and Q-sorting 
The interview was semi-structured in five parts. First, respondents were shown a series of images 
and read a set of definitions regarding mangroves. Second, respondents were asked a series of 
questions to establish their relationship to mangroves and identify their stakeholder category. The 
third and main part of the interview was the Q-sorting exercise that generated the quantitative data 
where respondents rank-ordered the Q-set according to perceived importance of each statement for 
the south-east Queensland region. The Q-set statements were printed and laminated on separate 
cards, with each statement assigned a unique number displayed on the reverse side. A large 
response sheet showing two grids helped facilitate the Q-sorting. The respondents were asked to 
roughly sort the statement(s) (cards) into three piles – those they thought less important, more 
important and undecided or neutral. Respondents were then asked to consider the statements in the 
‘more important’ pile and select the two they thought the most important for the region. These were 
placed on the far right of the second grid, which represented a quasi-normal distribution scale from 
-4 to +4 containing the exact number of statements in the Q-set. From the same pile they were then 
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asked to select the three next most important, and so on until the middle or ‘0’ column was reached 
or they had run out of cards. The process was then repeated working from the left hand or ‘least 
important’ side (-4) so that the final cards remaining were those placed in the middle column. 
Respondents were then given the opportunity to switch any cards in their completed arrangement.  
The fourth part of the interview generated qualitative data to help interpret the Q-sorts. Respondents 
were asked the reasoning for placement of statements at the extreme ends (i.e., least important and 
most important) and if they would have sorted differently in consideration of a region other than 
south-east Queensland. Follow up questions aimed to establish if the respondents detected any 
pattern in their approach to sorting, any statements they wanted to provide comment on, or any 
aspects they thought were missing, and to provide an opportunity to volunteer any further 
information. The fifth and final phase of the interview was collection of basic demographic 
information. 
Data analysis  
The software PQMETHOD (version 2.35) (Schmolck 2014) was used to perform a by-person factor 
analysis. This enabled identification of natural groupings of Q-sorts according to how similar or 
dissimilar respondents were to one another, thereby grouping respondents who sorted the Q-set 
similarly (Dziopa & Ahern 2011). Those with similar views ‘load’ onto the same factor, with a 
‘factor’ representing shared values and understanding among respondents (Exel & Graaf 2005). 
Determination of a factor solution can be achieved in multiple ways, with the methodological 
considerations of the study often guiding selection of techniques for factor extraction and factor 
rotation (Dziopa & Ahern 2011). Analysis began with the generation of a correlation matrix of 
respondents’ Q-sorts, which provided the basis for factoring. 
Factor extraction employed the multivariate data reduction technique Principal Component Analysis 
(PCA). The PCA algorithm was used to complete the factor analysis, which is a common approach 
in studies regarding management of natural resources (e.g. Cheng & Burns 2007; Gruber 2011; 
Ockwell 2008; Thompson et al. 2013). Factors then were rotated using the automated procedure 
Varimax that repositions factors using a statistical principle or mathematical optimum (Exel & 
Graaf 2005; Zabala 2014). Although factors can be rotated manually using judgement, this 
technique is subjective and regarded as dubious outside Q-methodological circles (Watts & Stenner 
2012). For these reasons a Varimax rotation was selected. 
A factor estimate was produced for each factor via weighted averaging constituent Q-sorts that 
loaded significantly on that factor and only that factor (Watts & Stenner 2012), which generated a 
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score for each statement in each factor. Q-sorts that did not load significantly on any factor or those 
that loaded significantly on two or more factors (i.e., were confounded) were excluded from 
subsequent analysis to ensure maximum difference between factors (Dziopa & Ahern 2011). All 
significantly loading Q-sorts were used to prepare the factor estimates, although a range of other 
strategies could have been applied such as using the highest factor loadings (Watts & Stenner 
2012). As factor estimates are based on a weighted average, Q-sorts with higher factor loadings 
contribute proportionally more than those with relatively low loadings (Watts & Stenner 2012). 
Furthermore, the fewer the Q-sorts defining a factor, the less reliable the results because the amount 
of error a factor contains increases as the number of defining Q-sorts is reduced (Watts & Stenner 
2012). For these reasons the number of significant Q-sorts defining a factor was not limited. In 
addition, a factor loading higher than the significance level was applied as criteria to determine Q-
sorts that defined each factor. This strategy enabled the number of items loading onto a single factor 
to be maximised in determining the best possible factor solution.  
As each factor comprised a different number of Q-sorts, weighted averages were standardised to z-
scores that facilitated cross-factor comparison by enabling statements to be rank-ordered for each 
factor. The rankings were then converted to an array of the same distribution used to capture the 
data, with each representing an exemplar 100% loading Q-sort (Watts & Stenner 2012). The array 
format presented the viewpoint as a whole and provides for factor interpretation on the 
configuration as a gestalt (Watts & Stenner 2012). For factor interpretation to be comprehensive, 
individual items within an array were considered as well as the array in its entirety. Interpretation at 
both levels was crucial given the uniqueness of the methodology in that items were rank-ordered 
relative to one another, with the resultant configuration of each factor defined by the inter-
correlation of all the items. Although highest and lowest ranking statements are useful guides that 
helped characterise the factor (Exel & Graaf 2005), each item occupies a position for a reason and 
provides insight for interpretation across the array (Watts & Stenner 2012).  
To ensure consistent and holistic interpretation of factors, crib sheets were developed for each array. 
This process required multiple ‘passes’ of the arrays to produce a complete template that contained 
all necessary information for final interpretation. The first draft comprised four categories of items 
(i.e., statements) - those ranked highest, lowest, as well as those ranked higher and lower than other 
factors. Every item in the array was considered in order, thereby populating the initial draft. This 
approach provided systematic consideration of each item relative to other study factors (Watts & 
Stenner 2012). Furthermore, the process facilitated identification of items ranked mid-distribution 
that had potential bearing and which could have been wrongly assumed as indicative of neutrality in 
lieu of considering their place in the entirety of the viewpoint it represents (Watts & Stenner 2012). 
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Ensuing passes further built and qualified the results through consideration of demographic and 
qualitative information captured in the interview. Qualitative data for each factor was analysed 
using NVivo and this facilitated ready identification of common themes. 
4.3 RESULTS  
The initial PCA extracted eight unrotated factors, all with eigenvalues greater than one. Four of 
these were not used as they recorded no significantly loading Q-sorts. A significant factor loading at 
the 0.01 level was calculated to be 0.4644 and was determined using the formula 2.58(SEr), where 
SEr = 1/√N and N is the number of the statements in the Q-set (Brown 1980). The four factors 
retained accounted for 70% of the total study variance prior to rotation.  
Factor rotation revealed that the four factors accounted for 31 of the total 43 Q-sorts in the study 
that loaded significantly on one or more factors. A factor loading threshold of 0.52 was applied to 
the Q-sorts. This level was higher than the calculated 0.01 significance level of 0.46 and increased 
the number of Q-sorts available for subsequent analysis. This threshold resulted in only four 
confounded and two non-significant Q-sorts, compared to 11 and one respectively calculated at the 
lower factor loading. The final factor solution contained 37 Q-sorts (Table 4).  
Table 4. The four-factor solution showing constituent Q-sorts with two different loading levels.  
The higher loading threshold (0.52) was used in subsequent analysis. 
 p<0.01 Factor loading = 0.46 Factor loading = 0.52 
 Q-sort items Total Cumulative 
total 
Q-sort items Total Cumulative 
total 
Factor 1 1; 2; 3; 5; 7; 9; 10; 
12; 14; 15; 16; 21; 
30; 31; 33; 34; 35; 
39; 42; 43 
20 20 1; 2; 3; 5; 7; 8; 9; 10; 12; 
14; 15; 16; 21; 28; 30; 
31; 33; 34; 35; 37; 39; 
42; 43 
23 23 
Factor 2 23; 32; 38; 40 4 24 19; 23; 32; 38; 40; 41 6 29 
Factor 3 4; 17; 20; 25; 26; 
27 
6 30 4; 17; 20; 25; 26; 27 6 35 
Factor 4 11 1 31 6; 11 2 37 
Confounded 6; 8; 13; 19; 22; 24; 
28; 29; 36; 37; 41 
11 42 13; 22; 24; 36 4 41 
Not significant 18 1 43 18; 29 2 43 
 
Each factor was associated with a different suite of stakeholders (Table 5). Factor 1 had the greatest 
number of significantly loading Q-sorts and contained all nine stakeholder categories. Factors 2 and 
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3 both lacked Q-sorts from Environmental Groups and differed in composition with the categories 
of Adjacent Residents, Local Government and Research and Partnerships present in Factor 2, but 
not Factor 3. Conversely Factor 3 had representation from Local Civic Organisations which was 
absent in Factor 2. Factor 4, which had only two significantly loading Q-sorts, was represented by 
the two stakeholder categories of Local Civic Organisations and Local Government. 
Table 6 shows the Q-set statements and associated z-scores for each of the four factors used to 
develop the factor arrays (Figure 4). The data indicate statements ranked higher or lower relative to 
other study factors from the factor arrays that help distinguish aspects for which each factor was 
polarised. For example, Statement 1 was ranked at +3, 0, 0 and +1 respectively for the four factors 
(Figure 4), thereby being ranked higher in Factor 1 than all study factors. The four factors 
emphasized a different set of ecosystem services and represented particular perspectives for which 
mangroves were valued in the region. 
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Table 5. Stakeholder categories associated with the four factors, colour-coded by salience. 
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Factor 1: 
Green 
Infrastructure 
ü ü ü ü ü ü ü ü ü 
Factor 2: 
Recreational 
Opportunity 
and Well-
being 
ü    ü ü ü ü ü 
Factor 3: 
Sustaining 
Regional 
Industries and 
Communities 
  ü  ü  ü ü  
Factor 4: 
Coastal Living 
  ü   ü    
 
 
 
 
  
Low salience (legitimacy) 
Moderate salience (legitimacy; urgency) 
Moderate salience (legitimacy, power) 
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Table 6. Statements comprising the Q-set and their respective z-scores for each factor. 
  Factor z-scores 
No. Statement 1 2 3 4 
1 Mangroves help regulate climate by producing oxygen and absorbing 
carbon dioxide. 1.46* 0.12 -0.00 0.31 
2 Mangroves provide protection from storms, strong winds, floods and also 
help to minimise erosion. 0.84 1.201 0.70 1.81* 
3 Mangroves link and protect nearby seagrass beds and coral reefs by 
regulating the food chain of inshore waters. 1.12 0.31 0.62 1.50* 
4 Mangroves areas provide a safe place for boats to anchor, especially during 
storm events. -1.25* 0.36* -0.33 -0.58 
5 Mangroves attract bees and bats that help pollinate crops and other plants. 0.30 -0.10 -0.49* 1.31* 
6 Mangroves trap and filter chemicals and other pollutants, helping to clean 
the water. 1.32 1.65* 0.25* 0.50 
7 Mangroves areas have unique natural beauty, different to other places.  -0.01 -0.48* 1.10* 0.23 
8 Mangroves inspire creative activities like painting and drawing. -1.07 -0.48 -1.21* -0.50 
9 Mangroves have cultural significance and meaning to aboriginal and other 
people. 0.37 0.57 -0.11 -1.23* 
10 Mangroves provide educational sites for learning about nature. 0.06 0.62* -0.00 -0.61* 
11 Mangroves are important in their own right, regardless of any benefits they 
provide to humans. 0.39 0.46 -0.14* 0.19 
12 Mangroves provide places for recreational activities such as fishing, bird-
watching and being in nature.  -0.56* 1.55* 1.53 0.23 
13 Mangroves provide opportunities for scientific research. 0.05 0.07 -0.13 -0.92* 
14 Mangroves promote tourism by attracting visitors.  -0.67* -0.44 1.27* 0.31 
15 Mangrove forests store large amounts of carbon in the trees and soil. 0.63* -0.04 -0.34* 0.08 
16 Mangroves provide vital habitat for many animal and fish species. 1.86 1.48 2.01 -0.42* 
17 Mangroves process nutrients and sediment, which sustains other plants and 
animals. 1.32* 1.24 0.65 0.77 
18 Mangroves are a source of young stock including seedlings and prawn 
larvae that can be harvested for use elsewhere.  0.11* 1.47* 0.46 1.08 
19 Mangroves provide a source of food for local people, including fish and 
crabs.  -0.05* 0.77 1.56* -0.39 
20 Mangroves are a source of genetic materials for medicine and agriculture, 
including breeding of salt tolerant crops.  -0.42 -0.19 -1.05* -0.31* 
21 Mangroves trap sediment and silt to “build” or extend the shoreline. 0.25 0.16 0.62 0.81* 
22 Mangroves provide a variety of non-timber products such as fertilisers, dye, 
resin and tannin. -1.55 -1.31 -0.84* -1.50* 
23 Mangroves provide timber and fibres used for a range of purposes.  -1.37 -1.48 -0.105 -0.58 
24 Mangroves invade saltmarsh areas, which reduces habitat for associated 
birds and animals.  -0.65* -1.16 -1.71* -1.11 
25 Mangroves are a breeding ground for pests such as mosquitoes and sand-
flies that can affect human health.  -1.10 -0.84 -1.21 -1.39 
26 Mangroves produce foul smells because they generate noxious gases. -1.73 -1.97 -1.10 -2.00 
27 Mangroves areas are ideal locations for future human development on the 
coast. -1.71 -1.67 -1.21 1.3* 
28 Mangroves are threatened by climate change impacts such as sea level rise 
and extreme weather events. 0.94* -0.82* 0.28 -0.19 
29 Mangroves are threatened by dieback and invasion by other plants.  0.16 -0.87* -0.04 -0.50 
30 Mangroves are threatened by the land and water management practices that 
occur upstream. 1.27 -0.19* 0.79 1.81* 
*Bolded and asterixed z-scores denote statements that had a higher or lower ranking in the factor arrays relative to other 
study factors – they indicate statements for which each factor is polarised 
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Figure 4. Factor arrays that represent a 100% loading Q-sort displayed in the same distribution used 
to capture the data. Colours indicate the ecosystem service category for each item. 
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Factor interpretations are presented in the traditional format whereby each was given a name and 
accompanying narrative. Specific references to Q-statements ranked higher or lower than other 
study factors are used throughout the narratives to support the interpretation, with the statement 
number(s) shown in brackets corresponding to (Table 6). Language used by respondents has been 
incorporated to further validate interpretation, with these shown in quotations.  
Factor 1: Mangroves as Green Infrastructure 
Factor 1 significantly associated 23 respondents and explained 33% of the total variance, with all 
stakeholder categories represented (Table 5). This factor strongly valued mangroves as a foundation 
for biodiversity in the region (16) and emphasised the broader significance of the habitat to the 
“coastal system” (S2R5) itself. Mangroves were valued as a two-way buffer in this system acting 
both as a “barrier” (S8R1; S3R5) protecting coastal land and communities from the impact of 
extreme weather (2) and also as a “filter” (S7R5; S8R1; S2R1) for inshore environments mitigating 
the impacts of development (6; 17). The risk to the region from severe weather in terms of “social 
economic disruption [and] people affected” (S9R2) is associated with the vulnerability from a 
“large population living by the coast” (S9R2) and the “high level of urbanisation in south-east 
Queensland” (S2R5). The risk to existing “houses, lives and communities” (S5R4) appears 
heightened because of previous mangrove removal, with “floods being of a different character now 
to what they were” (S3R5).  
In this factor, two key supporting ecosystem services were ranked as highest and higher relative to 
other study factors (Figure 4). Regulating ecosystem services were strongly valued (1; 2) in 
recognition that the impacts of climate change (28) to society and coastal ecosystems are a very real 
threat to “continued function in the future” (S9R2). This factor further recognised that the integrity 
of existing coastal ecosystems is important and remaining areas of mangroves need to be retained 
“to be of enough size to do what they do best” (S1R4), “so they can exist and thrive, not just hang 
on” (S2R5). Other benefits of mangroves to mitigate impacts of climate impacts were clearly 
acknowledged (15) with an emphasis on “maintain[ing] sources to keep ecosystems running 
proper” (S5R3).  
The importance of specific regulating ecosystem services over others is for reasons of 
“replicability” (S9R3; S5R2) (4; 14; 12), whereby ecosystem services regarded as being easily 
available elsewhere were ranked lower. Mangroves protect coastal communities without “any easy 
replacement” (S9R3) or substitution for these services. Respondents communicated their experience 
that there is “unique difficulty in propagating mangroves” (S2R5) with little potential to “offset 
anything that remotely equals a mangrove and everything that goes with it – it just can’t be done” 
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(S5R2). An inherent sense of uncertainty regarding the resource and “how [do] they fit in the urban 
landscape” (S9R5) (29) were also conveyed.  
This factor recognised the region’s role as the “commercial hub of the whole state [with an] 
obligation” (S8R1) and expectation for development. Demand from “people want[ing] to live on the 
coast” (S6R2) was attributed to mangrove areas being reclaimed for residential development. 
Accordingly, coastal areas throughout the region were described as “competitive” (S6R2) and 
“constrained” (S9R5) spaces that presented a “hotbed of issues” (S6R2) with many alternative and 
often conflicting land uses. Development on tidal land can expose people to biting midges and foul 
smells with subsequent expectations that something be done about them. Such issues were 
otherwise not important being “part of natural processes” (S8R1) (26; 25), but in response and 
coupled with pressure to “see the water [and] access to the shore” (S6R2), development “eventually 
leads to getting rid of them all” (S2R1). This view recognises that mangroves are “a valuable 
resource and we don’t have a good history” (S9R2) with “mangroves as the first casualty” (S5R2) 
of coastal development and “losing the battle” (S6R2). Removal of the resource and its natural 
protective functions also removes the options for development itself, requiring hard engineering 
solutions for “artificial defense that creates its own issues” (S2R5). 
Although the demand for development was accepted, there was a strong view that development on 
tidal land should be restricted to coastal dependent land uses, or those that “have to be in those 
locations” (S6R1). Issues of path dependency and other legacy planning problems (e.g. intended 
small scale removal of mangroves that initiates widespread land conversion) were highlighted in 
expressing opposition to mangrove land conversion to residential type development (27) (see 
Coomera decision case in Chapter 6 as an example of path dependent decision making). This factor 
advocates for accepting the region “for what it is” (S9R5) and recognises that future well-being 
requires a systems approach that includes people and a modified environment, rather than an 
ecosystem approach based on a pristine system. 
Factor 2: Mangroves for Recreational Opportunity and Well-being 
Six respondents were associated with Factor 2, which explained 13% of the total variance. Six of 
the nine stakeholder categories were represented, with Environmental and Local Civic groups 
absent (Table 5). Central to this factor is the recreational opportunities that mangroves offer from 
both seaward and landward sides (12). Mangroves were seen as a vital component for “sealife” 
(S5R5) (16) and contributing to recreational catch (19) “which is the reason for people boating in 
the first place” (S5R5), but also commercial fisheries (18). The popularity of boating and fishing is 
reflected in the nation-wide record high statistic of boat registrations per capita for the region. Not 
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everyone can afford marina berths, however, and the safe harbourage of mangroves helps make boat 
ownership accessible to the masses (4) (on the importance of public accessibility to coastal land and 
waters see Chapter 5, section 5.3.4 Beliefs and understandings). Mangroves were recognised as 
places of importance in modern culture (9), especially for “recreational boaties in storms” (S7R3) 
and support the long held truism “that the safest place [during such events] is among the 
mangroves” (S5R5).   
From the land, mangroves were valued for a similar, but an expanded suite of recreational 
opportunities, including places to exercise and be in nature. The “health-giving” (S7R3), 
“therapeutic” (S5R5), “enjoyment” (S7R3) and “social benefits” (S8R2) from recreation were 
consistently expressed in this perspective. Similarly, the opportunity that such environments present 
for learning such as “looking for crabs, birds – teaching [him] about nature” (S8R2) was also 
valued (10). These environments provide a wide range of potential experiences but are not 
necessarily considered beautiful as their aesthetic appeal was considered less important than the 
opportunities they provided (7). 
This recreational focus (12) and opportunity to “get away from the rest of the world” (S5R5) as 
personal therapy emphasises ecosystem service benefits that accrue to individuals. The supporting 
and regulating services favoured are those that ensure recreation in this environment is a quality 
experience (6; 17; 2) (Figure 4). Similarly, the provisioning (19; 18) and cultural (10; 12) services 
most valued are those that enable the recreational pursuits or the very activities themselves. This 
factor is distinguished in the belief that mangroves are robust and resilient to a range of threats (28: 
29), in particular to those from upstream practices that are “not as big a threat as in rural 
catchments” (S9R4) (30). The exception is provisioning of land for urban expansion and 
development (27), with the “real estate potential” (S9R4) of mangrove areas considered the greatest 
threat to fishing and recreational opportunity. The impacts of development reinforce the value 
placed on having access to local ‘catch’. 
We used to swim out and pull the [bait] net into the bank and used to get 2-3 buckets of 
prawns…one night we got 15kg of prawns. We stopped getting [our] own food about 20 years 
ago when the sewage plant was put in....everything has gone. (S1R3) 
Factor 3: Mangroves as Sustaining Regional Industries and Communities 
This factor explained 16% of the total variance and associated six respondents. Four stakeholder 
categories were represented – Local Civic Organisations, Commercial Operators and Industry 
Groups, Recreational Groups, and Federal and State Government (Table 5). Mangroves were 
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valued most in this factor for their contribution to the productivity and sustainability of fishery 
species (16). Fisheries provide for a number of major regional industries, including commercial 
fisheries and tourism that collectively contribute to the economic stability and “community vitality” 
(S3R1) of various localities along the region’s coast. South-east Queensland’s fisheries yield a 
range of high value products that are exported internationally and domestically, in addition to 
supplying local markets (19), thereby providing a significant contribution to the economy. These 
fisheries and mangrove areas were also valued as a key feature of tourism (14) that is “big business” 
(S3R3) in the region. Core to this perspective is that these industries have an “economic benefit” 
(S3R1) that converts to a “dollar value [and provides] sustainable employment opportunity” 
(S3R3). Accordingly, aspects with less obvious economic contribution were ranked lower (8; 11). 
The pair of ecosystem services valued highest in this factor is a blend of supporting and 
provisioning items that underpin fisheries (Figure 4). These are closely followed by cultural 
services valued for their contribution to tourism (7; 12; 14), further distinguishing the array for this 
factor. Although this mix of ecosystem services is somewhat similar to Factor 2, the preferences 
emphasise value and benefits to the collective rather than the individual.  
Disservices had limited affect in this factor and were considered to be “part of the natural cycle” 
(S8R5) and of low importance (26; 25), including displacement of the saltmarsh ecosystem (24). 
This suggests that the contribution of saltmarsh systems to the productivity of fishery stocks is not 
generally recognised and has been under-valued (24).  
This factor considers catchment practices to be a key threat to mangroves and the key industries 
they support (30) (see Chapter 5, section 5.3.2 for similar type Beliefs and understandings). 
Although mangroves were recognised for lessening the impacts from runoff (17; 21; 6), impacts 
from water regulation “interfere with the productivity” (S8R4) of coastal ecosystems and fishery 
stocks. Other threats were also acknowledged (28; 29) such as the capacity of mangroves to respond 
to changes in sea-level rise being limited by large-scale and widespread development. “Mangroves 
will grow where ever mangroves want to grow” (S5R1) and “will recolonise in an area where they 
are happy, but if it all has been developed then they can’t recolonise, it removes their home 
territory” (S5R1). Similar to Factors 1 and 2, the conversion of mangrove areas for development is 
an important concern because of loss in carrying capacity for fishery stocks reported as ‘in decline’ 
throughout the region (27). “The instant reaction is that it [decline] is caused from overfishing” 
(S8R4) which sparks the recurrent debate “where recreational fishers blame commercial fishers” 
(S3R3). This factor, however, recognises that “sometimes neither [are to blame] in terms of what’s 
happening to the fish stock” (S3R3). 
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Factor 4: Mangroves for Coastal Living 
Factor 4 explains 8% of the total variance. Two stakeholder categories were associated with this 
factor, representing Local Government and Local Civic Organisations (Table 5). This factor values 
mangroves in the context of living by the coast. Mangroves are regarded as important in the site 
potential for (27), and the capacity to protect (2), development areas. Coastal living is seen as a 
lifestyle choice, with people moving into these areas because they “want the living conditions” 
(S3R4). Negative effects or disservices of mangroves are seen as relatively unimportant and 
surmountable (26; 25).  
Respondents in this factor hold the view that new developments need to be sited strategically in the 
coastal landscape to capitalise on services from ecosystems that are adjacent (21; 6), and to ensure 
that the quality of life for existing residents is maintained. In expressing these views, these 
individuals believe that the risk and vulnerability to which coastal settlements are exposed (28) can 
be mitigated through land-use planning (see Chapter 5, section 5.3.1 for similar type Beliefs and 
understandings). 
In this factor, mangroves are valued highly for regulating ecosystem services and respondents 
identify the coast as a distinct landscape connecting terrestrial and marine environments (Figure 4). 
This view positions the coast within the wider catchment with upstream practices regarded as being 
the greatest threat to coastal ecosystems and coastal living (30). A distinguishing feature of this 
factor is the positive association of mangrove areas for development, which is a clear contrast with 
all other factors where development was viewed as a threat (27). Similarly, this factor placed a low 
value on the role of mangroves in supporting habitat and biodiversity relative to other study factors 
(16). On balance, cultural services were considered less important, with the exception of those 
clearly representing recreation and tourism (12; 14).  
4.4 DISCUSSION  
The purpose of this research was to identify different stakeholder perspectives toward coastal 
ecosystems using mangroves as a case study and to describe their potential influence in coastal 
decision making. Q-methodology provided an effective approach and resulted in four perspectives: 
(1) Green Infrastructure; (2) Recreational Opportunity and Well-being; (3) Sustaining Regional 
Industries and Communities; and (4) Coastal Living.  Study participants associated a full range of 
ecosystem services with mangroves and key differences in perspectives were determined by the 
degree of importance placed on ecosystem service categories. These perspectives depict multiple 
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and spatially coincident ecosystem services provided by mangroves and indicate that mangroves 
constitute ‘bundles’ of ecosystem services that can satisfy a broad range of human demands.  
The four perspectives reflect subtle, rather than large differences in perceived stakeholder 
importance of ecosystem services provided within the bundles. These differences show potential to 
influence coastal management depending on which services are prioritised in the decision-making 
process. Factor 1 (Green Infrastructure) recognises the importance of the regulating functions of 
mangroves, which suggests favouring coastal policies that foster conservation for functions such as 
filtering pollutants, nutrient cycling and flood protection. Factor 2 (Recreational Opportunity and 
Well-being) emphasises the importance of mangroves for cultural services and would promote 
management actions that facilitate opportunities for recreation, nature appreciation and learning. 
Factor 3 (Sustaining Regional Industries and Communities) also emphasises cultural services, in 
addition to specific supporting and provisioning services, but for reasons that would sustain the 
tourism and fishing industries that contribute to the social and economic base of the region. Policies 
consistent with Factor 3 would enhance amenity and habitat but provide for continued access and 
use. Factor 4 (Coastal Living) prioritises provisioning services by making land available for 
development, implying policies that allow conversion of these areas for coastal living space. 
Coastal management decisions invariably involve trade-offs related to the mix of ecosystem 
services to be retained (see Coomera example in Chapter 6), with choices in favour of provisioning 
services posing the greatest threat to retention. In the case of Coastal Living (Factor 4) that would 
provide land for development, the flow of ecosystem services from mangroves would be 
permanently altered, and in most cases, diminished. In contrast, regulating services underlie 
production of all other ecosystem service categories (Carpenter et al. 2009; Raudsepp-Hearne et al. 
2010) and decisions favouring the regulating functions of mangroves, such as Green Infrastructure 
(Factor 1), preserve options for the future delivery of services. The competitive and constrained 
nature of coastal areas within the region, however, promotes the economic value of coastal land. 
This can privilege policies for development over others that foster supporting and regulating 
ecosystem services that are less conducive to economic valuation and result in unintentional trade-
offs that stem from the loss of unquantified services (see Toondah Harbour example in Chapter 6). 
Stakeholders are presumed to act rationally to promote their values and interests to influence 
relevant coastal policies and management. An examination of stakeholder categories plotted by 
saliency (Mitchell, Agle & Wood 1997) provides some insight as to the priority stakeholders would 
have in decisions regarding management of mangrove areas (Figure 5). Stakeholders with low 
salience were determined to be Adjacent Residents. Although these residents have legitimate claims, 
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established by their direct proximity to coastal ecosystems, they generally lack power to influence 
decision outcomes. Further, unless management decisions (or non-decisions) affect their specific 
locality, they would also lack urgency. Where urgent claims do manifest, these often are expressed 
through collectives such as Residents’ Associations as indicated by Local Civic Organisations. 
These stakeholders and categories of Environmental Groups, Indigenous People, Recreational 
Groups, and Research and Partnership Organisations possess legitimate and urgent claims to 
ascribe a moderate level of saliency. Legitimacy is determined by the presence of common interests 
or existing entitlements that may be affected by policy outcomes while urgency is determined by 
the level of perceived threat or opportunity. Although these stakeholder groups lack formal power 
in decision making, their power derives from the ability to mobilise political opposition or support 
for policy initiatives through networks. The remaining stakeholder categories of Local Government, 
State and Federal Government and Commercial Operators and Industry Groups have a moderate 
level of saliency through possession of power and legitimacy. The power of government is exerted 
through statutory or fiscal controls, whereas the private sector (Commercial Operators and Industry 
Groups) exerts power through access to financial resources. The legitimacy of government 
stakeholders extends from their role to ensure the greater public good whereas the legitimacy of 
private operators is evidenced through licenses, access and tenure rights. The saliency expressed by 
government and private sector stakeholders frequently is driven by public or private sector 
proposals for coastal development or use that create the sense of urgency to act (Abel et al. 2011; 
Sloan 2011). 
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Figure 5. Conceptualisation of general stakeholder salience relative to power, legitimacy and 
urgency. 
(Adapted from Mitchell, Agle & Wood 1997) 
Although each thematic factor is presumed to represent different stakeholder perspectives, shared 
interests can emerge on specific coastal issues and policies, especially in response to new threats or 
opportunities. Stakeholder coalitions combine different forms of saliency that ultimately determine 
the political feasibility of coastal policy outcomes (e.g. see Chapter 5, section 5.3.4 Beliefs and 
understandings and the case of Rainbow Shores P/L v Gympie Regional Council & Ors; and the 
decision case of Toondah Harbour in Chapter 6 and emergence of the opposing alliance - Redlands 
2030). Factor 1 (Green Infrastructure) contained all nine stakeholder categories suggesting the 
greatest opportunity for coastal policy consensus would focus on mangrove retention and 
protection. Factor 2 (Recreational Opportunity and Well-being) presented a strong stakeholder 
coalition in support of policies that facilitate recreational opportunities, nature appreciation, and 
learning. This strength stemmed from six constituent stakeholder categories predominantly with 
moderate saliency based on power and legitimacy (Local Government, State and Federal 
Government and Commercial Operators and Industry Groups) and legitimacy and urgency 
(Recreational Groups and Research and Partnership Organisations). Factor 3 (Sustaining Regional 
Industries and Communities) had smaller representation with one less stakeholder group (Local 
Government) suggesting a weaker power base to support the policies of regional industries that are 
dependent on amenity and habitat. Factor 4 (Coastal Living) contained the fewest stakeholder 
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categories, representing Local Civic Organisations and Local Government that often support 
policies allowing development of mangroves for coastal living. The greatest conflict in coastal 
policy and management is a result of the explicit trade-offs between Factors 1 and 4. Local 
Government typically supports local development activity and is dependent on rate revenue 
(Glazewski & Haward 2005), but may confront opposition from other stakeholder groups that value 
mangroves for their regulating, supporting and cultural ecosystem services. 
The association of ecosystem service priorities by stakeholder category, when overlayed with an 
understanding of stakeholder salience, is indicative of future policy debates regarding mangroves. 
Local governments are the dominant stakeholders in coastal development and their presence in 
three of the four stakeholder perspectives (Table 5) reveals their potential to support either 
conservation or development of mangrove areas. As a stakeholder local governments acquire a 
sense of urgency and become definitive stakeholders when specific development proposals are 
presented within their jurisdiction or when undertaking comprehensive planning activities, such as 
land rezoning.  State and federal environmental laws may constrain local development options, but 
the rate of historical loss of mangroves in south-east Queensland suggests that there is policy 
flexibility and exceptions to legal barriers of development.  
The ecosystem services framework makes explicit the range of benefits offered by mangroves. 
However, reliance on economic appraisals of coastal areas limit the expression of intrinsic and non-
use benefits that align with regulating and supporting ecosystem service categories that have broad, 
but indirect public benefit. These latter ecosystem benefits appear disadvantaged in specific 
decisions regarding coastal development because mangroves lack definitive stakeholders to 
champion these values. Greater application of participatory processes such as through social impact 
assessments, irrespective of any legislative requirement, could help to capture and predict impacts 
on individuals, groups and communities resulting from land-use change and development. Early use 
of these engagement processes has shown to enable development that is less adversarial, time-
consuming and costly (Miller & Buys 2012). 
Government policies and practices can inhibit or enhance participation of diverse stakeholder 
groups (Reed 2008) that promote a broad spectrum of ecosystem benefits. Although best practice in 
stakeholder participation varies according to the intent and application, a number of commonalities 
have been identified in the literature. These include: processes underpinned by principles that foster 
empowerment, equity, trust and learning; encouragement of participation as early as possible; 
systematic analysis and representation of stakeholders; clear objectives; selection of a context-
customised approach; skilled facilitation; deliberation of different knowledge forms; and 
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embedment of stakeholder participation within institutional structures associated with policy 
implementation (Reed 2008). Adherence to these principles would increase the probability that the 
full range of ecosystem benefits provided by mangroves would be represented by multiple 
stakeholder groups in coastal decision-making processes. In turn, progress toward sustainability can 
be improved through better knowledge to inform trade-offs (Raudsepp-Hearne et al. 2010) and 
through better processes of policy development that reduce conflict and provide opportunity for 
greater policy acceptance (Lawton & Rudd 2013).  
4.5 CONCLUSION 
This chapter identified four different stakeholder perspectives for mangroves using ecosystem 
services as an analytical framework. How these perspectives influence coastal policies and 
decisions are determined by the power, urgency and legitimacy of the stakeholder groups and 
institutional practices that serve to constrain or encourage the expression of these perspectives. The 
good news for advocates of mangrove protection is that Green Infrastructure was the strongest 
explanatory factor and was expressed by all stakeholders groups sampled in the study area. Thus, 
recognition of environmental and economic trade-offs in the coastal zone are now evident and lack 
of knowledge regarding ecosystem service loss or degradation is no longer a justifiable excuse for 
coastal development. The historical loss of mangroves in south-east Queensland can be attributed to 
undervaluing the full range of ecosystem services provided by mangroves and institutional practices 
that serve to limit broader stakeholder engagement in decision making. The second component of 
analysis - applying the concept of stakeholder saliency - revealed that the stakeholder groups with 
the greatest power and legitimacy, especially Local Government, have conflicting interests in 
coastal development decisions. While the ecosystem services concept has gained rhetorical traction 
within government institutions, the fundamental value trade-offs associated with the prioritisation of 
various ecosystem services has not changed. Alternative coastal futures will be determined by the 
extent to which non-government stakeholder groups can effectively advocate ecosystem services as 
a viable and beneficial alternative to the monetary benefits of coastal development. 
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CHAPTER 5 REGIONAL GOVERNANCE ARCHITECTURE AND INFLUENCES ON 
POLICY COHERENCE FOR SUSTAINABLE COASTAL MANAGEMENT  
“Finding a middle ground will imply shifting attention from the question of the value of nature 
to second-order questions of when, how, and what to value, and whose values count.”  
(Zografos & Kumar 2010, p. 157) 
5.1 INTRODUCTION 
Sustainable coastal management can be defined as the management of human activities and use of 
coastal resources to minimise adverse impacts on coastal environments now and in the future 
(Caton & Harvey 2010). It refers to the processes that organise human and material resources to 
achieve specified goals within known institutional structures (Olsen, Lowry & Tobey 1999). 
However, the challenges to sustainability as a result of social and ecological change along the coast 
present problems of complexity and uncertainty that cannot be solved by ‘management’ alone. 
Emphasis on ‘governance’ is required to establish and frame the broader fundamental goals in 
which management takes place (Jentoft & Chuenpagdee 2009; Olsen, Lowry & Tobey 1999).  
 
Governance can be defined as the ways in which a society arranges itself to have influence and 
achieve its goals and includes, but is wider than the institutions embodied or enabled by the state 
(Paavola, Gouldson & Kluvánková-Oravská 2009; Ryan et al. 2010). It refers to the structures and 
processes through which power and responsibility are exercised, and determines how decisions are 
taken and how citizens or other stakeholders have their say (Lockwood et al. 2010). Governance 
includes processes that are instituted formally such as laws, elections and public consultations, but 
also processes that are expressed by subtle norms and indirect means of interaction such as through 
agenda-setting (Lebel et al. 2006). Coastal governance per se is this social organisation of decision 
making that relates to coastal areas and resources, as manifested through structures, processes and 
institutions.  
Accounts of governance typically describe the form and geographical scale of institutions, identify 
key actors and organisations, and characterise how these components relate (Bridge & Perreault 
2009). Following Gibson, Ostrom and Ahn (2000) scale can be defined as the spatial, temporal, 
quantitative or analytical dimensions used to measure and study any phenomenon, as distinct from 
‘levels’ that are the units of analysis located at different positions on a scale. Scales of interest in 
Australian coastal management (Figure 6) have centred on: spatial scale highlighting the need for 
integrated ‘multi-level’ management of land and seascapes (e.g. Cannard et al. 2013); jurisdictional 
scales with calls for stronger intervention and leadership from the higher administrative level of 
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federal government (e.g. Clarke & Harvey 2013; Wescott 2009); and temporal scales that 
emphasise the dynamics of coastal biophysical processes and the mismatch between the level (i.e., 
interval) at which decision making occurs and that at which detailed knowledge about natural 
systems is generated (Clarke et al. 2013). Institutions are persistent, predictable arrangements, laws, 
processes or customs that structure human interactions, including those with the natural 
environment (Dovers 2006). Institutions essentially create incentives, both positive and negative, 
that influence the behaviour and actions of individuals and groups that directly impact the physical 
environment (Ostrom 2005). Institutions act or interact through actors that are often divided into 
sectors such as community, industry and government, and which include individuals and 
organisations or collective identities (Morrison 2004). In turn, organisations refer to a unified 
group, including government and non-government organisations and informal associations 
(Morrison 2004). A governance system thereby articulates this architecture (Ryan et al. 2010) of 
how the elements of institutions, actors and organisations interact and manifest at a particular scale.  
 
Figure 6. Example scales and levels of interest in Australian coastal management. 
(Adapted from Cash et al. 2006) 
In attempting to address complex problems and give effect to broad sustainability objectives, the 
(sub-national) ‘region’ has emerged as an important scale of governance for management of natural 
resources in Australia, and public policy more broadly (Alexandra 2012; Lockwood et al. 2009). 
Although conceptions of the region vary (see Brown 2007b), as do notions of the new form of 
governance adopted (see Gunningham 2009), many policy initiatives for management of natural 
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resources are intended for delivery at a regional level. This has given rise to a multi-layered system 
that employs various approaches to decision making to manage competing coastal interests and 
challenges to sustainability (Stocker, Kenchington, et al. 2012). Complexity has been added 
‘upwards’ with the growth of national arrangements (such as programs for improved natural 
resource management), ‘downwards’ with the rise in public and community service delivery (e.g. 
Landcare and Coastcare), and sideways or ‘outwards’ through an increase in the variety of private 
sector actors and the development of an active NGO sector (Althaus, Bridgman & Davis 2013; 
Ryan et al. 2010). At the same time, institutional frameworks have ‘thickened’ (see Adger et al. 
2003) as the processes through which policies are designed, developed and implemented now 
involve a wider range of actors operating at an increased number of levels (Paavola, Gouldson & 
Kluvánková-Oravská 2009). 
 
Regionalisation reforms have expanded the research scope from that which focused previously on 
formal institutions of the state, to one which now more closely examines processes and interactions 
that link governments to civil society (Ryan et al. 2010). This broader, thicker analytical view of 
institutions recognises that with new or different modes of governance in play comes a wider array 
of influences that affect decision making (Paavola, Gouldson & Kluvánková-Oravská 2009). 
Formal components (i.e., laws and organisations) and less formal components that are socially 
embedded (i.e., beliefs and norms) interact, often reinforce each other (Ryan et al. 2010), and 
collectively define the settings in which decision making occurs. The emergence of regional 
governance in Australia is considered by some (Smith & Doherty 2006) to have complicated an 
already dysfunctional system of coastal governance. This dysfunction partly stems from disciplinary 
bias (Kay 2006) and disconnect between the goals of different areas or ‘sub-domains’ for which 
governance occurs - such as those for coastal planning, natural resource management, regional 
growth management and those pursued through local government collectives (Smith & Doherty 
2006).  
 
Identifying and understanding component sub-domains that exist within a governance system can 
help to make visible the ‘fit’ between policies and the social-ecological system in which 
transformation is targeted (Rauschmayer et al. 2009). This analysis is useful as sub-domains can be 
highly inter-connected and the study of a system component in isolation risks being of limited 
benefit or even counter-productive (Dale, Vella & Potts 2013). Adopting a wider governance 
system approach contextualises ‘what, by whom and to what end’ (Stocker, Kennedy, et al. 2012) 
management is occurring and can make visible the extent to which different regimes cohere to 
support sustainability outcomes. The ‘coherence’ of policy is taken to mean system features that 
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seek compatibility among (sub-) domains such that they contribute to addressing a broader goal 
(Cejudo & Michel 2017), which in this context is sustainable coastal management. 
 
This chapter aims to examine the coherence of governance arrangements for policy development 
relating to sustainable coastal management in south-east Queensland. The enquiry is addressed by 
objectives to: (1) distinguish the sub-domains that comprise the regional coastal governance system; 
(2) identify and describe key institutions within the sub-domains; and (3) determine the strengths 
and opportunities that can affect policy coherence for sustainable coastal management. 
 
The chapter begins by articulating the relevant theoretical background that conceptualises the coast 
as a social-ecological system. It proceeds to describe the methodology that applies a four part 
institutional framework to examine contextual complexity. The results comprise a description of 
each sub-domain in relation to the framework categories and the discussion draws on normative 
principles for environmental governance to discern elements of system coherence for sustainable 
coastal management. The chapter concludes with remarks that call attention to areas of focus for 
future efforts. 
5.1.1 Conceptual background   
The coast can be conceptualised as a complex social-ecological system involving human systems 
that are inextricably linked to the physical systems of coastal areas (Stocker, Kenchington, et al. 
2012). This view establishes “the relations being governed” (Bridge & Perreault 2009, p. 477) as 
those that link or couple human and ecological systems. It highlights human dependence on the 
capacity of ecosystems to generate essential services, and the importance of ecological feedbacks 
for societal development (Paavola, Gouldson & Kluvánková-Oravská 2009). The coupling of 
human and ecological systems means that crucial feedbacks are a function of cross-system 
interactions (Stocker, Kenchington, et al. 2012). Failure to acknowledge and govern these 
interconnected systems can result in negative feedback loops with irreversible changes and 
consequences for economies, vital ecosystems and human welfare (Duit & Galaz 2008).  
 
Coastal governance can be considered as being linked to broader social and economic systems and 
as one component within the framework of a social-ecological system (Ryan et al. 2010). This 
systems-orientated perspective places governance at the institutional interface between social and 
ecological systems (Paavola, Gouldson & Kluvánková-Oravská 2009), with governance 
effectiveness ultimately contributing to outcomes reflected in the natural resource system (Ryan et 
al. 2010) (Figure 7). This understanding expresses contemporary governance theory whereby 
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governance has shifted from a linear to a systemic concept, comprised of nested sub-systems within 
wider systems (Dale, Vella & Potts 2013). 
 
Governance systems are framed by linked themes, domains and sub-domains (Dale et al. 2013). 
Governance themes reflect the broad areas of human endeavour (e.g. social, economic and 
environmental) within which major domains of governance can be defined. For example within the 
broader environmental governance theme, domains can be defined for those such as water 
management, biodiversity and coastal management. Domains and sub-domains represent distinct 
governance activities that operate at various spatial and temporal scales. Sub-domains often 
associate different expertise and stakeholder sets (Dale et al. 2013) and as a consequence, can 
develop as silos of activities within the wider governance system (Dale, Vella & Potts 2013). The 
isolation of sub-domains within a systemic context can impact the potential to address broader 
complex problems that require policy coherence across the domain. As a basis for decision making 
at a state level, Coffey and Vodden (2012) identify three major areas of environmental management 
for coastal governance that are analogous to sub-domains: (1) coastal development; (2) strategic 
public land assessment and planning; and (3) environmental impact assessment of major projects. 
 
 
Figure 7. The coastal governance system shown as one component of a social-ecological system. 
(Adapted from Ryan et al. 2010) 
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5.2 METHODS 
The first two chapter objectives to distinguish governance sub-domains and describe component 
institutions were fulfilled through an initial document and literature review, and subsequent expert 
interviews. The third chapter objective to determine strengths and opportunities affecting policy 
coherence was undertaken through reference to normative principles for environmental governance. 
The method is structured according to these objectives and describes: the literature basis for 
distinguishing the sub-domains and defining framework categories; study participant recruitment 
and the expert interview process; and the process of normative judgements for advancement of 
sustainable coastal management. 
A review of policy documents and associated grey literature (i.e., literature that is unpublished or 
published in non-commercial form such as government reports, policy statements or issue papers) 
and scientific literature specific to coastal management in the region was undertaken to develop a 
draft synchronic (i.e., snapshot) (Hay 2002) overview of the governance system and associated 
institutions. Initial identification of sub-domains was based on a study by Coffey and Vodden 
(2012) that identified three major sub-domains of decision making in coastal governance in Victoria 
(Australia): (1) coastal development; (2) strategic public land assessment and planning; and (3) 
environmental impact assessment of major projects. A fourth sub-domain was added in this study – 
that of (4) natural resource management (NRM) – because of its importance to planning and 
management of natural resources at a regional level (see Alexandra 2012; Clayton, Dovers & Harris 
2011; Head 2005). Relevant policy documents and literature were reviewed for each sub-domain to 
define the respective governance goal and scope of issues for which decision making occurs. 
 
The study adapted an institutional framework from Ryan et al. (2010) based on four categories that 
each included formal and informal elements. This framework was applied as: it reflects the critical 
components and relationships applied by established institutional frameworks (e.g. the Institutional 
Analysis and Development framework); and is subject-specific as it represents a contemporary 
conceptualisation of natural resource governance in Australia. The framework provided categories 
to systematically capture the principal institutions for each sub-domain, or the key “enduring sites 
of interaction between…actors” (Morrison 2004, p. 7). The institutions across categories were 
depicted as interacting at various scales (Figure 8), with this ‘interplay’ recognised as reinforcing or 
undermining other institutions.(Young, King & Schroeder 2008). The framework categories were 
defined as: 
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§ Organisations and Networks: the main arrangements through which people and groups 
interact and make decisions about the coast or that impact coastal resources; 
§ Rules and Strategies: key mechanisms that control decision making about the coast or that 
impact coastal resources and span legal laws through to strategies, codes, agreements and 
informal customs; 
§ Beliefs and Understandings: dominant principles that influence decision making within the 
main organisations and networks about the coast and coastal resources; and 
§ Practices and Behaviours: the main actions associated with decision making about the coast 
or coastal resources that may be formal, such as official functions or informal such as 
behavioural norms. 
 
 
Figure 8. Institutional framework applied to governance sub-domains. 
(Adapted from Ryan et al. 2010) 
 
The draft synchronic overview of the regional coastal governance system formulated through 
document and literature review was used as the basis for expert interviews to enable: refinement 
and validation of the governance system conceived as comprising four sub-domains; review and 
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identification of the principal institutions for each sub-domain; and identification of an example 
decision case for each sub-domain (for evaluation in Chapter 6). Six in-depth interviews were 
undertaken with experts (identified as ID1 through to ID6) from the south-east Queensland region 
between 12 February and 18 March 2016. An ‘expert’ was defined as someone with specialised 
technical and process-related knowledge about the system or particular sub-domain. Respondents 
were selected purposively to ensure that one expert from each sub-domain was interviewed, in 
addition to an expert on regional governance and one on coastal management. This method was 
selected because it provides a means to triangulate data and illuminate specific contextual aspects of 
the sub-domains that would be difficult to discern solely through literature and document review. 
The number of respondents was appropriate given the exploratory objective of the study, compared 
to that which attempts to obtain systematic and complete information (Bogner & Menz 2009).  
 
The interview was semi-structured in three parts. First, respondents were shown a series of 
diagrams that supported verbal explanation of how the regional coastal governance system was 
conceptualised (i.e., within a social-ecological system comprising sub-domains), and how the core 
purpose and scope of issues were used to distinguish four sub-domains. Respondents were asked a 
series of questions in response to this information to refine and validate delineation of the sub-
domains. Specifically, respondents were questioned as to whether and why they thought the 
grouping of issues distinguishing the sub-domains was logical, if there were any possible 
alternatives, and if any decision structures or processes were missing or irrelevant. The second and 
main part of the interview related to their expertise (sub-domain or broader system) and involved 
systematically working through the framework categories. This process enabled already listed 
institutions identified from documents and literature to be assessed by the interviewee as valid or 
otherwise, and for the capture of others. It was emphasized that the principal institutions in each 
category were sought, rather than a comprehensive list of all possible institutions, to facilitate 
identification and characterisation of sub-domains. The third and final part of the interview aimed to 
identify an appropriate past decision case for subsequent evaluation (Chapter 6) that would: be 
representative of decision making within the sub-domain; have evidence of the decision; and offer 
reasonable access to relevant actors and information. 
 
The third chapter objective was fulfilled by drawing on normative principles for environmental 
governance from Lockwood et al. (2010) as a platform for asserting policy coherence for each 
framework category. Policy coherence was discerned by: system strengths (i.e., system features that 
facilitate compatibility among sub-domains to contribute to the broader goal of sustainable coastal 
management); and system opportunities (i.e., existing system features that could be strengthened to 
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achieve greater policy coherence). Although various principles of governance have been applied or 
developed for diverse contexts (e.g. Adger, Arnell & Tompkins 2005; Lebel et al. 2006; Morrison 
2014) those specific to sustainable natural resource governance emphasise multi-scalar phenomena 
and a multi-level context in which both government and non-government actors play important 
roles. These principles purport that design of governance institutions should be directed by: 
legitimacy, transparency, accountability, inclusiveness, fairness, integration, capability and 
adaptability (Table 7) (Lockwood et al. 2010). Key features of the framework categories across the 
sub-domains were synthesised to provide a system-wide basis for examination. Subsequent 
discussion proceeded to highlight strengths and opportunities across the system with reference to 
the principles. 
 
Table 7.  Normative principles for multi-level environmental governance used to determine system 
strengths and opportunities. 
(From Lockwood et al. 2010) 
Principle Element 
Legitimacy  
 
 
§ Validity of an organisation’s authority to govern that may be (a) conferred by democratic 
statute; or (b) earned through the acceptance by stakeholders of an organisation’s authority to 
govern 
§ Integrity and commitment with which authority is exercised 
Transparency  § Visibility of decision-making processes 
§ Clarity with which the reasoning behind decisions is communicated 
§ Ready availability of relevant information about the governance and performance of an 
organisation 
Accountability  
 
§ Allocation and acceptance of responsibility for decisions and actions 
§ Demonstration of how these responsibilities have been met 
Inclusiveness  § Opportunities available for stakeholders to participate in and influence decision-making 
processes 
Fairness  
 
§ Respect and attention given to stakeholders’ views 
§ Consistency and absence of personal bias in decision making 
§ Consideration given to distribution of costs and benefits of decisions 
Integration  
 
§ Connection between, and coordination across, different levels of governance 
§ Connection between, and coordination across, organisations at the same level of governance 
§ Alignment of visions and strategic directions across governance organisations 
Capability  
 
§ Systems, resources, skills, leadership, knowledge and experience that enable organisations, and 
the individuals who direct, manage and work for them, to deliver on their responsibilities 
Adaptability 
 
§ Incorporation of new knowledge and learning into decision making and implementation 
§ Anticipation and management of threats, opportunities and associated risks 
§ Systematic self-reflection on organisational performance 
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5.3 RESULTS 
The four sub-domains broadly identified from policy documents and literature were refined 
throughout the interview process and the regional coastal governance system in south-east 
Queensland was depicted as comprising: (1) Coastal Planning and Development; (2) Natural 
Resource Management; (3) Major Projects; and (4) Coastal Public Land and Waters. Figure 9 
shows these sub-domains extracted from the regional coastal governance system situated within a 
broader linked social-ecological system. These sub-domains are portrayed as overlapping or 
interacting, however “limited (but necessary)” (Dale et al. 2013, p. 3). Just as institutions within a 
regime were described as interacting, they were also depicted as interacting or ‘overlapping’ 
(Young, King & Schroeder 2008) between sub-domains.  
 
Figure 9. The south-east Queensland coastal governance system depicted within a social-ecological 
system. 
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The sub-domains were delineated by their core goal that associated a scope of activities for which 
governance occurs, and which are organised or brought to the point of choice through structures of 
regularised decision processes (Table 8). Disaster and emergency management, which includes 
planning, response and recovery, are understood as cross cutting all sub-domains. Further, the 
system includes vital habitat for, but excludes management of, fishery stocks because of the 
inherent complexity and expanded marine spatial extent that would be worthy of a separate 
analysis.  
Table 8. Sub-domains of the south-east Queensland coastal governance system distinguished by 
goal and scope. 
Sub-domain Goal  Scope 
Coastal Planning 
and Development 
To provide for a growing 
population and manage 
development to conserve the 
coast 
§ ‘Plan-making’ or the process of developing and 
amending a planning scheme 
§ Development assessments against a Scheme 
Natural Resource 
Management 
(NRM) 
To strategically coordinate the 
management and use of natural 
resources to promote 
community wellbeing and 
sustainability 
§ Establishing regional priorities for NRM 
§ Setting targets for regional priorities  
§ Interventions for improved NRM  
Major Projects  Facilitate major projects to 
catalyse economic and social 
development and meet 
infrastructure demand 
§ Planning for major project investment incentivisation  
§ Procurement of commercial contracts for project 
delivery  
§ Appraisal through proposal assessment and 
conditioning approval 
Coastal Public Land 
and Waters  
Plan and manage public land 
and coastal waters for the 
benefit of the people 
§ Area designations to assign primary land use 
§ Management interventions to regulate access in 
support of an intended area use 
5.3.1 Coastal Planning and Development (sub-domain 1 of 4) 
The governance scope for the sub-domain Coastal Planning and Development is centred on 
accommodating a growing population and managing development to conserve the coast (Abel et al. 
2011; DIP 2009; DSDIP 2014a). Key decisions structures were recognised as: ‘plan-making’, which 
is the creation of a local government planning scheme or its amendment to give effect to strategic 
plans; and assessment of development applications against a planning scheme. Key features of the 
sub-domain are summarised in Table 9 and subsequently described according to the four-part 
institutional framework. 
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Organisations and networks 
Local government is a nexus for the arrangements through which people and groups interact in this 
sub-domain, in particular the municipalities that contain coastal areas (seven of the 14 councils in 
the region). A number of key interactions occur at this administrative level such as those: among 
technical officers or managers from different business units within a council; between technical 
officers and external actors such as development proponents or consultants; and between technical 
officers and state government agency staff. These interactions generate processed information for 
decision by the elected Council body, which most publically reflects the institution of local 
government. Although individual Councillors represent a conduit for the citizenry and broader 
political and industry affiliations, it is the elected Council as a whole that is the final decision-
maker. 
Table 9. Key features of the Coastal Planning and Development governance sub-domain. 
Organisations and 
networks 
Rules and 
strategies 
Beliefs and 
understandings 
Practices and 
behaviours 
§ SEQ coastal councils  
§ State government 
→ Department of 
Infrastructure and 
Local Government 
Planning  
→ State Agency 
Referral Authority  
§ Informal, disciplinary-
based networks of local 
government  
§ Advisory committees to 
Council   
§ Formal regional 
networks   
§ Dispute resolution 
forums  
§ Purpose-specific 
networks 
§ Area or issue specific 
stakeholders  
 
§ Local government 
planning schemes 
§ Sustainable Planning 
Act 2009 and State 
Planning Policy 
§ SEQ Regional Plan 
2009-2031  
§ Local Government Act 
2009 
§ Environment Protection 
and Biodiversity 
Conservation Act 1994 
(Cth) 
§ Lobbying and 
supplanting of 
Councillors 
§ Private investment 
§ Insurance availability 
and affordability  
§ Legal precedence  
§ Risk and vulnerability 
can be addressed through 
land-use planning 
§ Development proposals 
should be assessed on a 
case-by-case basis to test 
their performance against 
planning instruments 
 
§ Development assessment 
outcomes are not always 
consistent with technical 
recommendations 
§ Varied capacity of 
coastal councils results 
in variability in decision 
making throughout the 
region 
§ Foreshores and areas of 
high visual amenity are 
more highly contested 
than those further from 
the coast 
§ State government 
ministers can and do 
override local 
government zoning and 
development decisions 
§ Specialist state 
government agencies 
have no veto power  
§ Significant deviations 
can occur between the 
community vision of 
future land use captured 
during ‘plan-making’ 
and that of approved 
development 
 
The arrangements of the higher administrative level of state government are evident in the formally 
instituted organisations that administer the overarching planning and legislative framework for 
plan-making and development assessment. This includes the Department of Infrastructure, Local 
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Government and Planning (DILGP), which interacts with local governments to ensure the needs of 
the state and region are incorporated into plans and drafted according to a standardised structure and 
format. Where a development application triggers the need to consider state interests it is referred to 
a centralised unit within DILGP – the State Agency Referral Authority (SARA) – which acts as an 
assessment manager to collate technical advice from specialist state agencies and other entities.  
 
Local government is also integral to other dominant arrangements that structure governance for 
coastal planning and development. These include: informal networks of local government technical 
staff and/or discipline-related practitioners who formulate issue-based policy “collegiate positions” 
(ID3); thematic or issue-based advisory committees to Council, such as those established under 
s452 of the Local Government Act 2009; formal regional networks that act as a collective for local 
governments (e.g. SEQ Council of Mayors) and as a means of coordinating with the state 
government and between statutory and non-statutory planning elements (e.g. SEQ Regional 
Planning Committee) (ID1; ID2); and forums for dispute resolution such as the Planning and 
Environment Court. Local governments and various members that make up these networks were 
also recognised as being part of arrangements that are purpose-specific and operate over a defined 
period to achieve a particular outcome, such as the current Queensland Planning Reform that 
seconded specific expertise and drew in specific sets of stakeholders, sometimes as coalitions (e.g. 
industry bodies such as Planning Institute of Australia, Insurance Council of Australia; special 
interest or advocacy groups such as Environmental Defenders Office Queensland; Queensland 
Conservation Council; Wildlife Preservation Society of Queensland; and environmental collectives 
within the region such as Sunshine Coast Environment Council (SCEC) and the Gold Coast and 
Hinterland Environment Council [GECKO]) 
Rules and strategies 
The key mechanism of control within this sub-domain is that of individual local government 
planning schemes (DSDIP 2014b), with remit of the local government sector by virtue of the Local 
Government Act 2009.  Planning schemes manage growth and change in a local government area by 
discouraging development that is inconsistent with their scheme. Individual schemes are 
underpinned by a range of locality or issue-specific plans and technical reports and are given effect 
through the state government’s principle planning legislation the Sustainable Planning Act 2009 
(Qld) that provides an overarching planning framework. This legislation replaced the Integrated 
Planning Act 1997 and is to be superseded by the Planning Act 2016 commencing in 2017 (DILGP 
2016c; DSDIP 2013). The current legislation contains a hierarchal suite of planning instruments 
principally lead by a State Planning Policy (SPP) that identifies 16 areas of state interest, arranged 
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into five broad themes that must be addressed in local government planning schemes and statutory 
regional plans (DSDIP 2014b). The SPP includes statutory provisions for spatial identification of 
hazardous areas of the coast (associated with mapping under the Coastal Protection and 
Management Act 1995) and regulations to avoid and minimise risk exposure. The SPP also specifies 
the state’s interest in the coastal environment that permits development in the coastal zone if it 
cannot feasibly be located elsewhere or is coastal-dependent (DSDIP 2014b). These matters can 
involve consideration of further relevant legislation such as the Fisheries Act 1994, Vegetation 
Management Act 1999, Environment Protection Act 1994 and the Water Act 2000, or trigger federal 
legislation such as the Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1994 (Cth) 
(EPBC). Individual schemes are also expected to align with the regional statutory plan (i.e., SEQ 
Regional Plan 2009-2031) that aims to provide a regional vision for land use planning and 
development.  
 
Private investment by developers also exerts control in decision making for coastal planning and 
development. The potential for developers to withhold or delay investment can be an overriding 
factor, lead to deferred or protracted decision making and influence the type of development 
particularly in greenfield sites (see Coomera example in Chapter 6). This control from propertied 
interests is also expressed through support for individual and ‘blocs’ of Councillors who seek re-
election (Sloan 2011). Similarly, the not for profit sector seeks control by broadcasting and 
displacing such ‘blocs’ (see Coomera example in Chapter 6 of a Councillor as an ‘individual 
champion’).  Further key mechanisms of control include insurance availability and affordability, 
which contributes to development extent and standards in coastal areas, as well as case law whereby 
legal precedence establishes interpretation of risk-based regulations that constrain development 
(ID1; ID3; Clarke et al. 2013). 
Beliefs and understandings 
Two key obvious principles influence decision making within this sub-domain. The first is evident 
in statutory provisions whereby coastal management is framed in terms of risk and vulnerability that 
is addressed through a land-use planning approach (DSDIP 2014b; Stocker, Kenchington, et al. 
2012). This focuses on protection of people and properties near the shoreline and associated low-
lying areas from the impacts of natural and coastal hazards (Stocker, Kenchington, et al. 2012). The 
second dominant principle is performance-based development assessment, whereby proposals are 
tested against planning instruments on a case-by-case basis (ID1; ID3; DSDIP 2014b). This 
provides flexibility in the interpretation and mediation of planning controls as a rationale for 
encouraging innovation, and greater attention on development effects (Roughan 2016) - “…there 
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are many ways people can design things and engineer things to mitigate risks and they [i.e., the 
property industry] want those opportunities” (ID3).   
Practices and behaviours 
A range of practices and behaviours are evident against this background. These practices emphasise 
that local governments have conflicting interests in decisions of coastal management (Simpson et al. 
2016) as shown in Chapter 4. First, assessment of development applications is determined largely 
by the relevant Council body (DILGP 2015c; Puthucherril 2015), although outcomes are not always 
consistent with recommendations from technical staff (ID3; Sloan 2011). Similarly, discretion in the 
interpretation of a development’s performance (against a Scheme), and the varied capacity between 
local governments, contribute to variability in decision making on similar types of coastal planning 
and development throughout the region (ID3).  
The capacity of councils differs and is extremely variable. You can pick those that have the 
access to resources and those that are quite small and as a result don't generate the level of 
revenue to put resources into studies about particular coastal processes like erosion areas, 
beach replenishment – they [i.e., the studies funded] will be limited and prioritised on the 
basis of what is the emergent need. Big councils can afford to go out and do a lot of work 
such as modelling that underpins a lot of the decision making, whereas smaller Councils 
have a much reduced capacity and need to rely on the state to help them fill in some of that 
important detail around what's happening on the coast. (ID3) 
 
The nature of negotiations on planning controls changes in relation to proximity of the coast and the 
significance of the natural assets, with the more highly contested areas often being foreshores and 
places with high visual amenity (ID3). Further, relevant state government minister/s can and do 
override local governments’ zoning and development decisions to ensure state interests are not 
overlooked (ID2; ID3; Abel et al. 2011). In instances where state government has jurisdiction (e.g. 
development in a declared Fish Habitat Area [FHA]) assessment of development applications 
occurs through the centralised unit of SARA (DILGP 2015c) that processes technical advice from 
state departments with specialist expertise in matters such as coastal protection (e.g. Department of 
Environment and Heritage Protection), although these agencies have no veto power (DSDIP 
2014b). While the state government mandates that local government ‘plan-making’ occurs in 
consultation with the community, such as to identify future goals for land-use and development in 
different localities, the various practices and behaviours that have been outlined can result in 
significant deviations from such plans.  
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5.3.2 Natural Resource Management (Sub-domain 2 of 4) 
In contrast to the sub-domain of Coastal Planning and Development that seeks to manage future 
development (SEQC 2015a), Natural Resource Management (NRM) proactively addresses existing 
land use practices and patterns (SEQC 2015a). Its governance scope is based on strategic 
coordination of the management and use of natural resources to promote community wellbeing and 
sustainability (DERM 2009a; SEQC 2015a). Decision making within the sub-domain is focused on: 
establishing regional priorities for NRM that articulate the issues and areas of strategic importance; 
determining targets or minimum outcomes for NRM issues; and the type of interventions (i.e., 
method, means or activity) to best achieve a target or other goal. The principal features of this sub-
domain are summarised in Table 10 and described in relation to the four framework categories. 
 
Table 10. Key features of the Natural Resource Management governance sub-domain. 
Organisations and 
networks 
Rules and 
strategies 
Beliefs and 
understandings 
Practices and 
behaviours 
§ Regional NRM body 
→ Healthy Waterways 
and Catchments 
§ Federal government  
→ Department of 
Environment and 
Energy 
→ Department of 
Agriculture and 
Water Resources  
§ State government  
→ Department of 
Natural Resources 
and Mines  
→ Department of 
Environment and 
Heritage Protection  
→ Department of 
Agriculture and 
Fisheries 
§ SEQ councils 
§ Formal regional 
networks  
§ Traditional owners 
§ Catchment care groups 
§ Natural resource 
industry groups  
§ Project or asset specific 
sub-regional 
arrangements  
§ Informal regional 
networks  
 
§ SEQ NRM Plan 2009-
2031  
§ Robust scientific and 
social evidence 
§ Regional update, status 
and outlook reports  
§ Legislative planning 
framework  
§ Major revenue and 
funding programs 
§ Industry based best 
management practice 
guidelines  
§ Mapping and 
assessment that 
categorises natural 
assets  
§ Sub-catchment and 
local level action plans  
§ Management should 
occur strategically using 
a whole of catchment 
approach  
§ Catchment level 
outcomes are an 
aggregate of local level 
actions 
§ Ecosystem services 
underpin the region’s 
sustainability and 
resilience 
§ Non-regulatory 
interventions provide the 
basis to achieve 
environmental outcomes 
§ Regional NRM 
outcomes require 
collaboration and 
coordination 
§ Regional priority setting 
is being corporatised 
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Organisations and networks 
A wide range of formal and informal arrangements exist within this sub-domain and these are a 
basis for people and groups to interact. Principal formal arrangements include the regional 
catchment bodies - SEQ Catchments Ltd. (SEQC) and Healthy Waterways Ltd. that merged in mid-
2016 to form Healthy Waterways and Catchments. These NRM organisations seek to use strategic 
techniques such as status and outlook reporting or tools (Stocker, Kenchington, et al. 2012) to 
prioritise and facilitate coordinated actions that promote long-term sustainable use and management 
of land and waterways (Binney 2010).  
 
All three levels of government provide significant organisational arrangements for NRM. Federal 
government departments, such as the Department of the Environment and Energy (DEE) and 
Department of Agriculture and Water Resources (DAWR), are important as they administer key 
programs of grants and funding for regional NRM delivery (SEQC 2015b). Similarly, various state 
government departments such as the Department of Natural Resources and Mines (DNRM) and 
Department of Environment and Heritage Protection (DEHP) are important for the same reason, and 
also because they administer regulation affecting coastal resources (e.g. Department of Agriculture 
and Fisheries [DAF]) and acquire and maintain scientific and social evidence (e.g. spatial 
databases) that provides a valuable basis and tool for decision making. Local government 
authorities are a key network and in recognition of the broader catchment level approach, this sub-
domain includes all local governments in the region and not only those with coastal areas. As a 
sector, local government is a principal regulator of land use, a major provider of NRM delivery, and 
the largest investor in natural asset management in south-east Queensland (Binney & James 2011). 
 
Formalised regional networks are recognised as principal arrangements through which social 
interaction occurs in this sub-domain. For example the SEQ Regional Planning Committee, chaired 
by the Deputy Premier and comprising senior state and local government representatives, “carries 
significant political weight” (ID2). This committee plays a central role in advising preparation of 
the SEQ Regional Plan that is a state planning instrument providing a regional vision for land use 
planning and development (DILGP 2016a). The Regional Planning Committee facilitates dialogue 
between statutory and non-statutory planning elements (ID1), although the finer detailed work of 
the committee is devolved to the formal network of the SEQ Council of Mayors (ID2). As a 
collective, the Council of Mayors initiated strategic NRM efforts such as the Resilient River 
Initiative, a program launched in December 2014 to coordinate catchment management to improve 
waterway health (SEQ Council of Mayors 2014). There has, however, been a loss of formal 
regional arrangements that served as crucial links between regional ‘development’ planning and 
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regional ‘natural resource’ planning. Former existing networks such as the Chief Executive Officers 
Committee for NRM in SEQ (CEOs Committee), which provided a mechanism to consider broader 
impacts of development on the status and priority of regional natural assets, and the supporting 
network the SEQ Regional Coordination Group were disbanded with a change in state government 
in 2012 (ID2). 
 
Networks associated with Traditional Owners, the Landcare and Coastcare community and local 
catchment groups provide integral arrangements through which people and groups interact on NRM 
throughout the region. Similarly, industry groups and networks such as AgForce, Moreton Bay 
Seafood Industry Association (MBSIA), Sunfish, Queensland Tourism Industry Council (QTIC) 
and CANEGROWERS were identified as important social structures (ID2). Further network 
arrangements that were identified included project- or asset-specific partnerships and collaborations 
for NRM planning and delivery (e.g. see Chapter 6 - Pumicestone Passage and Catchment Action 
Plan) that are often preceded by substantial informal arrangements. For example, discussions 
between SEQ Catchments and Port of Brisbane throughout the 2009 SEQ NRM Plan review 
culminated in a trial intervention in 2015 to reduce sediment load entering Moreton Bay - the 
Offsite Stormwater Management Pilot Project (ID2).  
Rules and strategies   
A key formal strategy that guides NRM planning and delivery in the region is the non-statutory 
SEQ NRM Plan 2009-2031 (SEQ NRM Plan), which is currently under review. This plan identifies 
eight thematic areas of regional NRM priority and articulates targets for the condition and extent of 
environment and natural resource issues within these themes (DERM 2009a). The NRM regional 
body facilitates delivery of the Plan, but acts as “custodians or stewards” and “do not want to own 
it because it takes more than SEQ Catchments to implement it” (ID2). It is a strategic-long term 
“forward-thinking” document (ID2) based on robust scientific and social evidence (SEQC 2015a) 
and employs regional status and outlook reporting to help establish priorities and targets (DERM 
2009a). Although state-of-the-environment reporting commenced for the region, only one report has 
been prepared (i.e., SEQ State of the Region Report 2008), with others intended as a “stop-gap” 
(i.e., SEQ NRM Plan – 2014 Report Update) (ID2). 
…there were so many red and orange lights in the 2008 report on the indicators that it got 
buried, and really wasn't used in the way that a monitoring report should be used - and 
there won't be another one of that sort, so we've just relied on the NRM Plan to look at the 
basic assets for our economy and lifestyle that still show some worrying trends but also has 
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some good things in it – we are trying to elevate the science and make it more of a decision 
tool - we should be looking particularly at some of the targets in the NRM Plan because the 
indicators are telling us they are going backwards but we don't have the governance to have 
that conversation and elevate it - it just has to happen by the by and through the regional 
planning process. (ID2) 
 
Although approaches to NRM in the region operate largely on a non-regulatory basis, the SEQ 
NRM Plan aims to align with the legislative planning framework established under the Sustainable 
Planning Act 2009. For example, priorities and targets in the SEQ NRM Plan have been shaped and 
structured partly by the SEQ Regional Plan. The NRM targets in the SEQ NRM Plan were 
developed to share the same timeframe and have explicit reference to desired regional outcomes 
(DRO) contained in the SEQ Regional Plan (DERM 2009a). Further, the contributions of NRM to 
achieving State Planning Policy (SPP) have been strongly defined (e.g. Maynard et al. 2014) and 
promoted as enabling efficiencies and leveraging opportunities for land use planning outcomes, for 
example through guiding strategic investment in maintenance, enhancement and protection of 
natural assets (Maynard et al. 2014; SEQC 2015a).  
 
Major revenue and funding sources also represent a key mechanism influencing decision making in 
NRM planning and delivery, as respective investment priorities and conditions act as a form of 
fiscal control. All three levels of government, as well as corporations, contribute significant 
amounts of funding for NRM in the region. In recent years, the relative proportions of funds from 
these key sources has changed considerably, with a reduction from Australian and state government 
programs (e.g. National Landcare Programme (Cth) and Healthy Country [Qld]) and an increase in 
corporate funding for on-ground works (ID2; SEQC 2015b). The rise in business and corporate 
investment reflects the need to fulfil legislative obligations (e.g. under the Environmental Offsets 
Act 2014 such as the Energex Offsets Program), to protect business-dependent assets (e.g. projects 
by Port of Brisbane and UnityWater), and to improve community profile and corporate social 
responsibility (e.g. the Stocklands project - Caloundra South Community Stewardship Program) 
(SEQC 2016; ID2). Similarly, local government was regarded as increasingly important in NRM 
delivery and in championing strategic NRM through means such as environmental levies and 
programs (e.g. see Chapter 6 – Pumicestone Passage and Catchment Action Plan), including multi-
level collective efforts (e.g. Resilient River Initiative).   
 
Three other forms of ‘rules and strategies’ were identified as core mechanisms of control in 
decision making. These firstly included industry-based best management practice (BMP) guidelines 
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and codes (ID1) that aim to influence individual enterprise or property level decisions - e.g. the 
sugarcane industry’s best management practice guidelines Smartcane BMP (CANEGROWERS 
2016). The existence of such codes and the extent to which they are adopted can influence system 
behaviour significantly, as the majority of natural assets are managed privately (DERM 2009a) and 
the aggregate impact of individual decisions affects natural resource outcomes and economic 
development scenarios. Second, mapping and assessment that provide the basis for categorisation of 
natural resources or assets associated with legislation contribute to decision making, particularly 
determination of regional NRM priorities (ID2). Examples included spatial assessment categories 
along the coast declared under the Coastal Protection and Management Act 1995, and the 
conservation status of species and communities under the EPBC (Cth), Vegetation Management Act 
1999, or Nature Conservation Act 1992. Lastly, sub-catchment and local level action plans for 
management of natural resources, such as those of community catchment groups, were also 
recognised as exerting influence in decision making. These plans often articulate sub-catchment or 
local level NRM priorities and provide the basis for on-ground actions that operationalise 
interventions.  
A foundation of the NRM Plan is that it recognises what local groups are doing and gives 
that local work profile at a regional scale...so other governance and funding frameworks 
can recognise that local work is providing regional outcomes. (ID2) 
Beliefs and understandings 
The primary tenet that underpins this sub-domain is that a whole of catchment approach is required 
to strategically plan and manage natural resources. Coastal areas are considered in the context of a 
broader land and seascape together with terrestrial and marine ecosystems, and management is 
aimed at integrating across government administrative levels and user-groups (Stocker, 
Kenchington, et al. 2012). “Catchments affect a lot of what happens in the coastal zone, 
particularly in terms of water quality - catchment management is always a big part of a system” 
(ID5). Inherent in this principle is a further understanding that natural resource outcomes at a 
catchment level are an aggregation of local level actions undertaken by a variety of natural resource 
managers who maintain land and natural assets.  
 
Also central to the NRM sub-domain is the notion that natural assets provide an essential 
foundation of the region’s long-term sustainability and liveability (DERM 2009a). The goods and 
services provided by ecosystems underpin economic and social health, and strategic planning and 
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management is needed to facilitate regional resilience in response to changes, (e.g. incremental 
decrease in commodity prices) and shocks (e.g. an extreme weather events) (SEQC 2015a).  
Practices and behaviours  
The institutional context outlined for this sub-domain gives rise to the practice of non-regulatory 
modes of intervention, whereby means such as suasion or market-based instruments are employed 
to positively influence behaviour to enhance environmental management. Outcomes are realised 
through the creation of efficiencies, such as cost savings through minimisation of land use conflicts 
and actions that serve to meet multiple objectives. Efficiencies are also created through innovation 
that is encouraged beyond any minimal regulatory requirements and in addition to those who are 
required legislatively to act (Binney 2010). 
 
Regional natural resource outcomes are heavily reliant on practices of collaboration and 
coordination to enable leverage for opportunities. As natural assets in the region are maintained by a 
variety of natural resource managers, predominantly private landholders (DERM 2009a), outcomes 
depend on achieving a high level of community, industry and government partnership. This requires 
that such outcomes are delivered for mutual benefit and that information and communication are 
coordinated so that efficiencies are not undermined. Increasingly, however, regional priority setting 
is being undertaken by corporations as they “have greater capacity to invest in NRM” (ID2). This 
means that the issues addressed by corporate interests can displace those determined through 
scientific and social evidence as most critical and in greater need of attention for the region as a 
whole. 
It's changed a bit now as the NRM Plan set the scene for investment and if you weren't doing 
work in this area that they had prioritised, then investment didn't happen. But now 
investment occurs because someone wants it in that area and they're willing to provide the 
investment - this changes the control or the direction - the governance arrangements used to 
attract funding for a region and then dispersed it…and then you got more strategic 
outcomes, but now it is more piecemeal, some of the strategy has gone out of it. (ID5) 
5.3.3 Major Projects (sub-domain 3 of 4) 
The governance of Major Projects centres on facilitating major projects to catalyse economic and 
social development and meet infrastructure demand (ID5; DILGP 2016b; DSD 2015). Major 
projects are typically natural resource developments, infrastructure projects, big hotel and resort 
developments, and large commercial or public-purpose buildings (Productivity Commission 2013). 
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They are distinguished by their cost, size, complexity and long lead times, and are likely to: require 
multi-level government approval; have significant environmental effects; be of strategic social or 
economic significance; or require significant infrastructure (DSD 2016c; Productivity Commission 
2013). While such projects occur throughout different areas of the south-east Queensland region, 
they are driven primarily by population growth and increasing tourism that are concentrated in 
coastal areas and centres where demand is expected to be highest (DILGP 2016b).  
 
Decision processes in this sub-domain are considered in terms of structures for planning, 
procurement and appraisal. Although appraisal processes (i.e., proposal assessment and 
conditioning of approval) constitute a core of decision making, with major projects characterised by 
requiring multiple approvals, wider decision structures for planning (i.e., enabling and incentivising 
investment) and procurement (i.e., negotiating and executing contracts) were recognised as equally 
important in the governance of facilitating major projects. The key features of this sub-domain are 
summarised in Table 11 and described in relation to the four framework categories. 
 
Table 11. Key features of the Major Projects governance sub-domain. 
Organisations and 
networks 
Rules and 
strategies 
Beliefs and 
understandings 
Practices and 
behaviours 
§ State government 
agencies and the polity 
→ Economic 
Development 
Queensland 
→ Department of State 
Development 
→ Department of 
Transport and Main 
Roads 
→ Queensland 
Treasury 
→ Department of 
Infrastructure, 
Local Government 
and Planning 
§ Individual and 
consortiums of 
businesses  
§ Public-private 
partnerships 
§ Government owned 
corporations and 
statutory authorities  
§ SEQ coastal councils  
§ Federal government 
§ Coalitions of affected 
stakeholders  
 
§ Legislation 
distinguishing a ‘major’ 
project 
§ Legislation specific to 
infrastructure networks 
§ Resource industry 
legislation 
§ Legislation allocating 
development or use 
rights 
§ Legislation to mitigate 
adverse environmental 
and cultural impact 
§ Legislation that 
stipulates the process 
for impact assessment 
§ Finance markets 
§ Extent of ‘whole of 
government’ support 
§ Degree of political risk 
that stems from 
community 
expectations 
§ Major projects are 
required to facilitate 
economic and social 
development 
§ Facilitation of a major 
project requires investor 
confidence 
§ Overall benefits of a 
major project outweigh 
its costs (environmental, 
social and economic) 
 
§ Major project facilitation 
is instigated through 
structured state 
processes or is market-
led 
§ Strong community 
support or opposition 
can affect the prospect, 
design and scope of a 
project 
§ Ministers play a key role 
in ‘triggering’ regulatory 
pathways 
§ Negotiation of 
commercial 
arrangements between 
the state and private 
sector is a large part of 
facilitation 
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Organisations and networks 
State government is the primary administrative level of the sub-domain, with state agencies and the 
state polity largely providing the arrangements that structure interaction. Formal arrangements 
include agencies to: promote economic development (e.g. Economic Development Queensland 
[EDQ]); plan and prioritise infrastructure investment and delivery (e.g. Department of State 
Development, Department of Transport and Main Roads [TMR]); negotiate and secure capital for 
major project procurement (e.g. Queensland Treasury); and regulate the approval of major projects 
to manage the risk of adverse impacts (e.g. Department of Infrastructure, Local Government and 
Planning [DILGP]). These arrangements, as they relate to any one particular major project, 
culminate in processed information ultimately arbitrated by Cabinet. As Cabinet is comprised of the 
Premier and Ministers of the current elected government, each member potentially represents a 
multitude of further networks that are not always obvious. Less formal but significant arrangements 
in this context are the interactions: between individual Ministers and within Cabinet; between 
political party factions; and between relevant Ministers and their department and senior public 
servants (ID5). 
 
Individual and consortiums of businesses also represent dominant arrangements that structure 
interaction, as they are core organisations that provide critical investment for major projects - “we 
just don’t have the capital as a state to invest in these things” (ID5). These arrangements are 
formalised through (public-private) partnerships with the state and other levels of government. 
Private sector involvement is evident beyond just financing of major projects with models 
incorporating the ownership, building and operation of infrastructure (DILGP 2016b). A range of 
government-owned corporations and statutory authorities, such as organisations that provide 
infrastructure networks (e.g. Port of Brisbane Pty Ltd., Brisbane Airport Corporation, SEQ Water) 
are also important organisations through which interaction occurs as they play a key role in the 
planning and delivery of major projects. In recent years expansion of the infrastructure assets 
provided by these organisations has had considerable impact on coastal areas, including removal of 
an estimated 94 hectares of mangroves for the New Parallel Runway Project of Brisbane Airport 
Corporation (BAC 2007).  
 
Federal and (coastal) local levels of government also provide important organisational arrangements 
in this sub-domain and form part of the decision structures for planning, procurement and appraisal. 
For example: project planning can be incentivised through federal government grants or local 
government planning scheme amendments for land rezoning (ID5); procurement can be focused on 
local government, which has lead responsibility for providing services such as roads and water; and 
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appraisal processes can be controlled by Commonwealth legislation (e.g. where a project affects 
matters of national environmental significance as specified by the EPBC (Cth).  
 
Coalitions of affected stakeholders also represent significant arrangements through which people 
and groups interact regarding major projects. These groups play a critical role for the regional future 
by advocating alternative options that emphasise intrinsic benefits of coastal areas that provide 
broad public value but are less conducive to economic valuation as shown in Chapter 4 (Simpson et 
al. 2016). These alliances can bring together commercial operators, industry bodies, community 
groups and individuals and even give rise to new organisational institutions (see Redlands 2030 in 
Chapter 6 that was formed in response to the Toondah Harbour Priority Development Area). 
Rules and strategies   
The nature of major projects is that they are complex developments to which a vast quantity of 
legislation and regulatory instruments may apply depending on size, type and location (Productivity 
Commission 2013). Of particular significance is legislation that is used to distinguish a major 
project from a regular project, and which establishes the regulatory pathway of assessment for a 
given project. These controls, as relevant to south-east Queensland include: ‘Priority Development 
Areas’ (PDA) declared under the Economic Development Act 2012; ‘Coordinated Projects’ 
(formerly ‘Significant Projects’) as specified by the State Development and Public Works 
Organisation Act 1971 (SDPWO); and ‘Integrated Resort Developments’ (IRD) as specified by the 
Integrated Resort Development Act 1987. The Sustainable Planning Act 2009 specifies these 
Ministerial ‘call-in’ powers that effectively curtail local government planning powers. These statues 
institute parameters for state incentivisation of investment through mechanisms such as streamlined 
approval processes, grants and bundling of assets (ID5).  
The major projects legislation is very much there to facilitate investment and development - 
I think it will naturally tilt that balance to actually achieving the outcome... it can't ride 
roughshod over process and consultation and those sorts of things but it's far more 
facilitative and far less consultative. (ID5) 
 
The array of formally instituted ‘rules’ that potentially control facilitation of a major project are 
extensive. Notable examples include: legislation specific to infrastructure networks (e.g. Transport 
Infrastructure Act 1994, Airport Act 1996 [Cth] and Harbours Act 1955); resource industry 
legislation (e.g. Mineral Resources Act 1989); legislation that allocates development or use rights 
whilst aiming to protect and mitigate risk to natural and cultural assets (e.g Environmental 
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Protection Act 1994, Native Title Act 1993, EBPC Act 1994 [Cth]); and legislation that provides the 
basis for impact assessment, such as that required under SDPWO Act 1971, including any project-
based bilateral agreement between the state and Commonwealth under the EPBC Act 1994 (Cth) 
regarding matters of national environmental significance. 
 
A number of other less formal institutions actively exert substantial control in this sub-domain. For 
example, finance markets are important drivers of major projects and the availability of financial 
capital, investor interest and market opportunity critically affect project viability – “effectively 
money drives these projects - without the money being there and wanting to participate then these 
things don't even feature” (ID5). The extent of whole government (bi-partisan and local 
government) support and the degree of political risk for individual projects further controls decision 
making (ID5). Elected governments are held to account by community expectation and media 
scrutiny to deliver major projects. Facilitation of unpopular developments, or failure to timely 
deliver on promised projects can result in non-re-election, and where support is lacking, projects 
face a greater likelihood of being restructured or terminated as exemplified when the incoming state 
government in 2015 ceased negotiations with ASF Consortium for a cruise ship terminal on the 
Gold Coast’s Wavebreak Island (see Kane & Edwards 2015). 
Beliefs and understandings 
The central tenet of this sub-domain is that major projects are required to facilitate economic and 
social development for state and community benefit (ID5; DILGP 2016b). The corollary to this is 
that a ‘pipeline’ of scheduled major projects is required to guide investment (ID5; DILGP 2016b; 
DSD 2015). A further core principle is that facilitation of major projects requires investor 
confidence, and mechanisms such as streamlined processes of appraisal are necessary to help 
maintain this and avoid potential delays (DILGP 2015a) – “from a market point of view - their 
perception of how long the process might take and the challenges can be a real issue… a deterrent 
for capital to invest” (ID5). 
 
A third principal notion in this sub-domain is that trade-offs are unavoidable and environmental 
impact is likely, however, it is expected that the overall net benefits of a project will outweigh these 
costs (ID5). Benefits are taken to include the activation of further development and other strategic 
decisions (e.g. consideration of trunk infrastructure) (ID5; DILGP 2016b). 
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Practices and behaviours  
A range of practices were identified as central to this sub-domain and simplistically, facilitation of a 
major project is instigated either through structured state practices such as the budget process that 
prioritises state (government) capital, or is market-led whereby the private sector approaches the 
state to undertake a project (ID5). Strong community support or opposition for a project, sufficient 
to influence voting of elected government officials, can affect the prospect, design and scope of a 
project (ID5). Ministers play a key role in ‘triggering’ the regulatory pathway of assessment for 
proposals via legislation that distinguishes a major project, as they can determine whether certain 
criteria are met and if a development is to be declared a major project (DILGP 2015a; Productivity 
Commission 2013).  
…a lot depends on…what minister is driving what portfolio and what sort of influence they 
might they have....it's always going to be hard for a smaller portfolio or Minister with less 
strength in their department to be able to prevent some of these things [i.e., a major project]. 
The stronger Minister always wins and the stronger Minister tends to sit on [i.e., represent] the 
major projects. (ID5) 
 
A significant part of major project facilitation, however, is the comprehensive negotiation of 
commercial arrangements (i.e., procurement) between the state and private sector proponent/s. 
These arrangements seek to “strike the right balance” between the wants and demands of the state 
and community, and those of the developer and financier (ID5). Further, impact assessment on a 
project basis leads to inconsistency in practice, in particular in establishing the spatial and temporal 
bounds of analysis (Foley et al. 2017). The assessment of projects on an individual basis is a long-
standing issue for coastal management more broadly, as it largely ignores cumulative impact (Clark 
& Johnston 2017; Harvey 2006). 
5.3.4 Coastal Public Land and Waters (Sub-domain 4 of 4) 
Governance of Coastal Public Land and Waters seeks to plan and manage these areas in the State’s 
interest to benefit current and future generations (ID6; DNPRSR 2014; DNRM 2014). The scope of 
decision making is based on area designations (or allocation) and management interventions. Area 
designations, such as that of a protected area or purpose-specific lease, reflect assessment of the 
primary use for an area. Management interventions, such as area zoning or provision of 
infrastructure, regulate access to an area or natural resource in support of an intended area use. The 
principal features of the sub-domain are summarised in Table 12 and described according to the 
four part institutional framework. 
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Table 12. Key features of the Public Coastal Land and Waters governance sub-domain. 
Organisations and 
networks 
Rules and 
strategies 
Beliefs and 
understandings 
Practices and 
behaviours 
§ State government 
→ Department of 
National Parks, 
Sport and Racing 
→ Department of 
Natural Resources 
and Mines 
→ Department of 
Agriculture and 
Fisheries 
→ Department of 
Environment and 
Heritage Protection 
→ Department of 
Transport and Main 
Roads 
§ SEQ coastal councils 
§ Traditional Owners  
§ Catchment care groups 
§ Regional NRM body – 
Healthy Waterways and 
Catchments 
§ Area or issue-specific 
stakeholders 
§ Legislation that assigns 
an area’s primacy of use 
by tenure, license, 
permit or management 
overlay 
§ Legislation with 
specific relevance to 
coastal issues 
§ State government plans 
for area-specific 
management and that 
which provides 
guidance for other 
managers 
§ Policies and strategies 
of SEQ coastal councils 
for specific issues and 
assets  
§ Community 
expectations of use 
rights and management 
standards 
§ Media reporting 
§ The coast is a public 
place and the foreshore 
a right of access  
§ The coast should be 
managed for the benefit 
of the people 
§ Outcomes should be 
considered in terms of 
broad public benefit, not 
cost-effectiveness 
§ Area designation 
typically allocates 
management 
responsibility 
§ Unallocated coastal 
commons by de facto are 
the responsibility of the 
relevant council 
§ Management is often 
devolved Council and 
onwards to community 
groups 
§ Land managers regulate 
activities according to 
their capacities 
§ Interaction between 
different instruments of 
area designation and 
management 
interventions can cause 
conflict among and 
between government 
levels 
Organisations and networks 
Many organisations and networks in this sub-domain relate to the state government and to the local 
governments within the region that contain coastal areas. Significant interactions occur among and 
between these administrative levels. State government agencies provide formal structures where 
they: have direct management over areas (e.g. national and marine parks managed by the 
Department National Parks, Sport and Racing [DNPSR]); formally assign management of public 
land (e.g. land placed in ‘trust’ by the Department of Natural Resources and Mines [DNRM] to a 
third party such as a council or community group [DNRM 2014]); allocate rights or regulate 
protection of natural resources (e.g. Department of Agriculture and Fisheries [DAF] or Department 
of Environment and Heritage Protection [DEHP]); or provide specialist advice for matters within 
their jurisdiction (e.g. Department of Transport and Main Roads). The seven coastal councils within 
the region provide the basis for interactions predominantly through formal direct management of 
coastal reserves and responsibility for day-to-day maintenance of beaches and coastal facilities. 
Even when there is no formal arrangement, such as instances of unallocated state land or ‘coastal 
commons’, councils are often obliged to assume these responsibilities de facto because of 
community expectations (Smith & Doherty 2006).  
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Similar to NRM, networks associated with Traditional Owners, the Landcare and Coastcare 
community and local catchment groups are important arrangements through which people and 
groups interact. These organisations often collaborate with (local and state) government and 
participate in the management of coastal reserves or take on area-based management themselves, 
often mobilising different resources such as a volunteer base, federal government funding or 
support offered by other administrative levels such as the regional NRM authority (now Healthy 
Waterways and Catchments). 
 
Catchment care groups, as well as environmental collectives such as the Sunshine Coast 
Environment Council (SCEC) and the Gold Coast and Hinterland Environment Council (GECKO) 
provide a platform for area- and issue-based management regarding coastal public land and waters 
such as shoreline erosion, beach nourishment of sand, dredging, or mosquito/biting midge control 
and development in these areas. Depending on the location, and the nature and extent of the issue, 
planning and management could activate involvement of many other NGOs and community groups 
(e.g. Surf Lifesaving Association, Board Riders Association, resident’s associations), industry 
bodies (e.g. Sunfish, QTIC, MBSIA) and research organisations (e.g. Griffith Centre for Coastal 
Management) that have an interest in the coast. 
Rules and strategies   
There is similarly a vast array of formal rules and regulations that can apply to coastal public land 
and waters, depending on the given area or issue. Foremost is legislation that assigns an area’s 
primacy of use, such as by way of tenure, license or permit, or by a management area overlay. 
Examples include national parks and regional parks declared under the Nature Conservation Act 
1992; marine parks declared under the Marine Parks Act 2004; Fish Habitat Areas (FHAs) declared 
under the Fisheries Act 1994; state forests and timber reserves declared under the Forestry Act 
1959; rights of native title under Native Title Act 1993 (Cth and Qld); establishment of recreational 
areas under the Recreation Areas Management Act 2007; or allocation of reserves and ‘trust land’ 
under the Land Act 1994 (DNPRSR 2014; DNRM 2013, 2014). A further suite of legislation has 
relevance for specific issues such as shoreline erosion (Queensland Coastal Protection and 
Management Act 1995), dredging and beach nourishment of sand (Environment Protection Act 
1994), and mosquito control (Public Health Act 2005). In some instances the extent of overlap and 
conflict between different statues has prompted creation of further legislation in an attempt to better 
streamline management of an area (e.g. Gold Coast Waterways Act 2012) or issue (e.g. Tweed River 
Entrance Sand Bypassing Act 1995) (ID4). 
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Emerging from this broad legislative framework is a further formal tier of rules and strategies. 
These include those administered by state agencies for area specific management such as a national 
park (e.g. Great Sandy Region Management Plan, see EPA 2005) (DNPSR 2013) or a zoning plan 
for a marine park (e.g. Marine Parks [Moreton Bay] Zoning Plan see DNPSR 2007), and for 
guidance and support to other managers of public coastal land and waters (e.g. Queensland Coastal 
Management Plan and SEQ NRM Plan). At a lower jurisdictional level there are strategies that 
reflect general policy (e.g. City of Gold Coast Oceans and Beaches Strategy 2013-2023), or which 
address specific issues (e.g. Shoreline Erosion Management Plans or assets, developed by coastal 
councils.  
 
Less formal mechanisms of control in this sub-domain stem from the nature of coastal land and 
waters being public areas, to which the populous attach expectations including that of use rights 
(e.g. see historical right of beach driving in the Cooloola area, Chapter 6) and management 
standards. When these use rights are threatened or standards are not met, media commentaries and 
the potential for ‘bad press’ can shape decision making. 
..so you get 'management' by what I call the Gold Coast Bulletin, because if something like 
that is going to happen it will get on the front page of the Bulletin and Council will be 
embarrassed and they don't want that, so they'll go and do something about it. (ID4 in 
reference to public pressure on Council to replace a sacrificial structure after being 
destroyed by a storm event) 
Beliefs and understandings 
Three key principles are evident in this sub-domain. First is the belief that the coast is a public 
place. This stems from the early surveying of Crown lands in the Australian colonies that reserved a 
narrow strip above high water mark, which established the expectation of a right of access along the 
shore (Caton & Harvey 2010). These notions of coastal areas being public and accessible support a 
further belief that the coast should be managed for the benefit of the people (ID6; DNPRSR 2014; 
DNRM 2014). Instances where private benefit and private access is perceived to dominate have 
been the subject of intense conflict in the region (e.g. see Rainbow Shores P/L v Gympie Regional 
Council & Ors [2013] QPEC 26 where there was community initiated and funded opposition in the 
Planning and Environment Court to an appeal by Rainbow Shores Pty Ltd to secure approval for 
development that required a public land lease renewal of a foreshore and adjacent area at Rainbow 
Beach) (QPEC 2013).  
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A third central tenet of the sub-domain, in contrast to that of Major Projects, is that outcomes are 
considered more in terms of broad public benefit and less in terms of cost-effectiveness (ID6). 
It's a huge ask to recreate a Broadwater Parklands [i.e., high quality open space 
facilities]…it's a lot of money for public good, and if you go down there on any particular 
day there might be half a dozen public people using it - if you were doing a proper CBA for 
a new development, then the Parklands wouldn't have a hope. It is like the argument of if 
you should pay to borrow a library book. (ID4) 
Practices and behaviours 
Against the institutional background of this sub-domain a number of practices and behaviours were 
evident. First, area designation such as by tenure, license or permit typically allocates management 
responsibility (e.g. declaration of a national park allocates responsibility for the area to the relevant 
state agency as the ‘owner’ or manager) (ID6). The responsibility for the majority of ‘coastal 
commons’ is devolved to local government, and where public land is unallocated, its responsibility 
often falls to local government for management by de facto (in contrast to de jure). Responsibility 
and maintenance of coastal commons is often supported or further devolved to the community level, 
where management is administered by affiliated groups such as Coastcare or Friends of groups. 
Land managers ostensibly regulate activities in accordance to an area’s assigned use or conditions 
and in accordance with, or constrained by, their jurisdictional, financial and technical capacities.  
 
A final dominant norm within this sub-domain is conflict among and between government levels 
caused by tension between different instruments of area designation and management interventions 
concurrent in an area (e.g. coastal land reserved for community purposes that may have sections 
partly covered by a management layer such as Marine Park or Fish Habitat Area). 
It’s a challenge when coming up against these high designated areas [i.e., Fish Habitat Area 
or Marine Park] that tend to completely control or overlay everything else. A classic 
example is the Moreton Bay Marine Park that overlaps all lower level issues about usage - 
it's a real challenge to get that compromise solution. An overarching Marine Park should be 
the dominant thing, but when you also have that in a direct location with a completely 
different style of water/land use, it can lead to dysfunction because you end up with conflict 
all the time. In this case, we're responsible for channel maintenance and things like that - 
we're running through the Marine Park in the northern Broadwater, there are Fish Habitat 
Areas designated within the Marine Park and you then get a conflict or clash with where 
channels should go from a logical point of view in terms of navigation. You then need to try 
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and relax or revoke some FHAs to enable other activities to take place, which immediately 
brings you into [a] classic stakeholder clash at government level. (ID4) 
5.3.5 System Overview 
A review of the literature and expert interviews showed that coastal management in the south-east 
Queensland region occurs through four sub-domains of governance: (1) Coastal Planning and 
Development; (2) Natural Resource Management; (3) Major Project; and (4) Public Land and 
Coastal Waters. Governance within each sub-domain was distinguished by a principal cluster of 
institutions that are associated and driven by a discrete goal and enacted through regularised 
decision-making structures. These institutions were defined according to a framework of four 
categories that recognised formal and informal components. The key features of the framework 
categories across sub-domains provide a system-wide synthesis (Table 13). 
Table 13. Key institutional features across south-east Queensland coastal governance sub-domains. 
Framework 
categories 
Coastal governance sub-domains 
Coastal Planning and 
Development 
Natural Resource 
Management Major Projects 
Public Land and Coastal 
Waters 
Organisations 
and 
Networks 
Local government as 
a nexus 
Regional body 
linking disparate 
networks 
State government 
partnering with 
private sector 
State and local 
government and 
community as trustees 
Rules 
and 
Strategies 
Local government 
planning schemes as 
an amalgam of multi-
level statutory 
controls, influenced 
by private investment 
and legal precedence 
Non-statutory 
regional plan, fiscally 
controlled by 
available funding 
sources 
Facilitation 
controlled by 
legislation 
distinguishing 
major project status 
and the availability 
of financial capital 
Legislation assigns 
primacy of use, with 
management influenced 
by community use 
expectations 
Beliefs 
and 
Understandings 
Management of the 
coast is framed in 
terms of vulnerability 
and risk is addressed 
through land-use 
planning, with 
performance based 
assessment 
encouraging 
innovation 
The coast is 
considered in the 
context of whole of 
catchment planning 
for strategic 
management of 
ecosystem services 
and regional 
sustainability 
Major projects - 
driven by growth in 
population and 
tourism that is 
concentrated in 
coastal areas -
facilitate an overall 
net benefit of 
economic and 
social development 
and require investor 
confidence 
The coast is a public 
place and should be 
managed for broad 
public benefit 
Practices 
and 
Behaviours 
Councillors as final 
decision-makers, with 
individual decisions 
reflecting a council’s 
capacity, the nature 
of negotiations, and 
state government 
interest 
Non-regulatory 
interventions that 
require collaboration 
and coordination, 
with regional 
priority-setting 
increasingly 
displaced by 
corporate interests  
Facilitation is state 
or market-led, with 
individual projects 
subject to 
community support, 
Ministerial 
‘triggering’ and 
negotiation of 
public-private 
arrangements 
Management is ascribed 
by area designation that 
is often devolved from 
the state or by de facto to 
councils and community 
- area allocation and 
management intervention 
can conflict 
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5.4 DISCUSSION 
The aim of this chapter was to examine the coherence of governance arrangements for policy 
development to progress sustainable coastal management in south-east Queensland. The four sub-
domains and their systems of institutions were distinguished and identified to provide a robust basis 
for examination of systemic (i.e., pertaining the whole system) coherence. The discussion will draw 
on normative principles for environmental governance (refer 5.2 and Lockwood et al. 2010) as a 
platform for asserting elements of policy coherence (i.e., strengths, opportunity and potential 
application) and is organised on the basis of a four-part framework. The key features of policy 
coherence articulated in the discussion are summarised in Table 14. 
Organisations and Networks 
The first framework category Organisations and Networks highlighted the main formal and 
informal arrangements through which people and groups interact and make decisions about the 
coast or that impact coastal resources. Existing formalised regional networks (e.g. SEQ Regional 
Planning Committee and SEQ Council of Mayors) represent a key strength of this category as they 
provide a forum that connects actors from all sub-domains and these networks help to enable 
alignment of strategic regional goals. As decision-making structures within sub-domains tend to 
build their own cultures and can act as silos of activities within the broader governance system 
(Dale, Vella & Potts 2013), arrangements that foster connections among sub-domains can enable 
better integration (Lockwood et al. 2010) and greater policy coherence.  
 
There is opportunity for regional networks to not only facilitate strategic alignment of goals but also 
to help governance processes cohere to such policy intent. Existing arrangements are output-
focused such as that for review of the SEQ Regional Plan and that which centres on the power of 
local government as a collective (i.e., SEQ Council of Mayors). The potential for formal networks 
to be devoted to iterative and deliberative consideration of regional level goals, whereby  
governance adopts a more adaptive approach, can help to highlight where practices undermine or 
conflict with these goals. Emphasis would then be orientated toward continued learning, modulating 
ongoing developments and the actual processes through which changes are enacted, rather than the 
direct output (i.e., a plan or strategy).  Although there have been past examples of regional networks 
that are more ‘process-orientated’ they have not been sufficiently durable to withstand political 
change (e.g. SEQ NRM CEOs Committee). This suggests beliefs between the former and incoming 
state government administrations were divergent at a policy core level (Weible 2006), whereby 
problems for regional sustainability were differently framed. 
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Table 14. Features of the south-east Queensland coastal governance system by elements of policy 
coherence for sustainable coastal management across the framework categories. 
Framework 
categories 
Elements of policy 
coherence 
System features 
Organisations 
and 
Networks 
Strength Formalised regional networks provide forums that connect actors across 
sub-domains - this can enable alignment of regional strategic goals  
Opportunity  
 
Increased regional arrangements  that foster connections among sub-
domains and are more than just ‘output focused’  
Guiding governance 
principle  
Integration –  
among sub-domains to align regional strategic goals and help processes 
to cohere to such policy intent  
Potential application  Regional networks to be devoted to iterative consideration of regional 
goals – arrangements to be more ‘process orientated’ 
Rules 
and 
Strategies 
Strength 
 
Strong downward accountability in responsibility for decisions and 
actions affecting the coast and the regional future more broadly  
Opportunity  
 
Greater support to informal mechanisms that ‘call to account’ 
responsibility for formal rules and official regional strategic goals  
Guiding governance 
principle 
Accountability -   
demonstration of how responsibilities for regional strategic goals 
(including coastal resource condition) have been met 
Potential application  Make ‘legible’ aggregated, regional outcomes for coastal resource 
condition resulting from all sub-domains, such as through renewed 
commitment to regional State of the Environment reporting 
Beliefs 
and 
Understandings 
Strength 
 
Prominent regional level planning that enables systemic evaluation and a 
means for incorporating new knowledge  
Opportunity  
 
Regional level planning to drive more adaptive governance where 
processes are not only focused on ‘plan’ update but also on review and 
reflection of earlier decisions to lower future decision  stakes  
Guiding governance 
principle  
Adaptability – 
iterative review and reflection on regional performance, in particular 
against regional strategic goals 
Potential application  Regional level planning to occur through processes of ongoing trans-
disciplinary systemic review 
Practices 
and 
Behaviours 
Strength 
 
Policy development is organised to occur at levels that match the scale at 
which the problem is experienced  
Opportunity  
 
Regional level processes to improve sub-domain capabilities to adhere to 
and achieve governance goals (i.e., minimise perversion by institutional 
interplay)  
Guiding governance 
principle  
Capability – 
the resources commensurate to provide capacity to effectively achieve 
the goal for which governance occurs (e.g. skills, leadership, knowledge 
and organisational and individual competencies)  
Potential application  Regional level planning to occur through long-term adaptive processes 
that foster social and organisational learning 
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Rules and Strategies 
The category of Rules and Strategies emphasised key mechanisms that control decision making 
within sub-domains, including legislation and less formal means. These represent the means or 
‘resources’ that actors and coalitions employ to pursue their policy objectives (Weible 2006). While 
formal regulations and strategies were a core feature of this framework category, a range of 
informal conventions were revealed as exerting substantial influence in decision-making processes 
(e.g. support to, or supplant, dominant Councillor interest ‘blocs’ to sway decision outcomes; 
generation of robust scientific and social evidence to inform regional priorities; and community 
expectations and media scrutiny as forces shaping major project facilitation and public use rights in 
foreshore areas). These norms suggest a strength of informal mechanisms for ‘downward’ 
accountability (i.e., to communities) throughout the region, whereby local actors have: made it clear 
when responsibilities expected of others have not been met; and taken responsibility themselves for 
decisions and actions affecting the coast and the regional future more broadly (Lockwood et al. 
2010; Wallington & Lawrence 2008). 
There is opportunity to build on informal norms through mechanisms to ‘call to account’ greater 
responsibility for formal rules and official goals. Although these rules and goals mostly reflect an 
agenda to advance sustainable coastal management, practices show that often they are overruled or 
deviated (e.g. development assessments inconsistent with a local government planning scheme; and 
investment in non-priority NRM interventions). Improved downward accountability can be fostered 
through greater accessibility of information by the citizenry (Lockwood et al. 2010) such that 
outcomes of governance on coastal resources become ‘legible’ or transparent and understandable. 
In this instance, information needs to make legible the aggregated impact (or outcomes of decision 
making) from all sub-domains on coastal resource condition at a regional (catchment) level and be 
processed so that it is readily understood by the broader community and citizens. A renewed 
commitment to regional state-of-the-environment (SoE) reporting is one possible mechanism that 
could enable this to be achieved. Regional state-of-the-environment reports compile, format and 
communicate scientific information to enable improved understanding by a variety of users of 
environmental conditions, trends and pressures in a regional context. They establish performance 
indicators that can be associated with a chain of accountability, such as that for public funds and 
environmental protection, which can enable non-state actors to be more influential in decision 
processes (Hezri & Dovers 2006; Soomai, MacDonald & Wells 2013). 
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Beliefs and Understandings 
The framework category Beliefs and Understandings articulated the dominant principles that 
operate to influence decision making within sub-domains. Although the results confirmed 
disciplinary and knowledge bias (Kay 2006) underpinning governance within sub-domains, and 
divergent policy core beliefs between government administrations, the process for regional level 
planning is a strength as it enables systemic evaluation and a means for adaptation. This planning 
framework (i.e., SEQ Regional Plan and SEQ NRM Plan) obliges review and a process for self-
reflection on system performance, whereby different and new knowledge can be incorporated.  
 
There remains, however, considerable opportunity for regional level planning to drive more 
reflexive and adaptive governance as a means for greater knowledge uptake and trans-disciplinary 
approaches. This potential highlights that decision making within a social-ecological system 
presents multi-scalar dilemmas whereby various uncertainties and feedback effects, resulting from 
past actions or from decisions made at other administrative levels, can influence future decisions 
and those of another level. Of particular concern is where such decisions create path dependency 
and sunk costs whereby prior effort and investment makes later change difficult (see Coomera 
example in Chapter 6 of the rail station location that dictated proximity of the intended urban centre 
despite topographical constraints and the risk to significant environmental values). The potential for 
processes of regional level planning to occur through ongoing iterative and deliberative review, 
rather than that which is periodic and largely focused on ‘plan’ update, could help to lower future 
decision stakes and avoid decisions made in disciplinary isolation. Regional level planning offers a 
significant opportunity for collaboration and for participatory processes of engagement and 
knowledge-sharing, with such strategies necessary to ‘tackle, manage and deal’ with the endemic 
wickedness of sociol-ecological problems (Head & Xiang 2016) such as sustainable coastal 
management. 
Practices and Behaviours 
The final framework category Practices and Behaviours identified the main actions associated with 
decision making for each sub-domain. These practices essentially reflect the level at which final 
decisions occur and infer a strength that policy development is organised largely to ‘fit’ and match 
these levels (i.e., ‘fit-for-scale’). For example: local governments are best placed to make decisions 
about development within their area; a regional body is the most appropriate to coordinate natural 
resource management at a regional level; state government can best serve the broader public in 
decisions of major public investment and infrastructure; and management of public land and coastal 
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waters is state-centred or locally ascribed depending on the intended beneficiary. While this 
conveys the principle of subsidiarity that devolves and assigns policy-making and powers to the 
lowest competent level, it also highlights problems of institutional interplay that gives rise to other 
practices and issues of capability that can pervert this intent. 
In a devolved system of governance there is the risk that responsibilities are allocated without 
resources commensurate to provide capacity for success (Lockwood et al. 2010). This capability is 
broader than just financial autonomy and includes leadership, negotiation, knowledge and its 
production, and the competencies of organisations and individuals to deliver effectively on 
responsibilities (Head, Ross & Bellamy 2016; Lockwood et al. 2010; Vella et al. 2015). Issues of 
capability are particularly relevant where practices result from institutional interplay as they 
exacerbate complexity and uncertainty, and which require long-term, adaptive approaches to foster 
organisational and social learning. This again highlights opportunity for greater reflexive and 
adaptive approaches to governance so as to better manage resulting unpredictability. The interplay 
of institutions exacerbates complexity and uncertainty such that it shapes behaviour in a way that 
conflicts with the goal for which governance occurs. For example, Coastal Planning and 
Development aims to manage development to conserve the coast, yet the disciplinary principle of 
performance-based assessment of development (‘beliefs’) provides discretion to interpret planning 
regulations (‘rules’), or trigger assessment via state government arrangements (‘organisations’), that 
can result in decision outcomes that cause degradation of the coast. Similarly, in the other sub-
domains institutional factors can interact so that practices for: Natural Resource Management do 
not always result in strategically coordinated management and use of natural resources; Major 
Projects inadequately account for environmental impact that prevents realisation of net social and 
economic benefits; and Public Land and Coastal Waters can occur to benefit a limited community 
of the broader public.  
5.4.1 System Overview 
In summary, analysis of the framework categories across sub-domains has defined the strengths that 
affect coherence of governance arrangements for sustainable coastal management in south-east 
Queensland as: (1) existing formalised regional networks that can enable alignment of strategic 
regional goals; (2) strong downward accountability to take responsibility for decisions and actions 
that affect sustainability and regional futures; (3) prominent regional level planning that enables 
systemic policy evaluation; and (4) policy-making at levels that match problem scales. 
Corresponding to these strengths a number of opportunities were identified for greater coherence: 
(1) formalised ‘process-orientated’ regional networks for greater connection and integration 
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between sub-domains to cohere processes to strategic policy intent; (2) renewed commitment to 
regional state-of-the-environment reporting to ‘call to account’ greater responsibility for formal 
rules and official regional goals; (3) regional level planning to drive more reflexive and adaptive 
governance as a means for greater knowledge uptake; and (4) emphasis on organisational and social 
learning capacity to manage for complexity and uncertainty. These opportunities, and suggestions 
for their application, could be guided by normative principles of environmental governance – 
integration, adaptability, accountability and capability. 
5.5 CONCLUSION  
This chapter defined the architecture of the south-east Queensland coastal governance system as 
constructed of four sub-domains and distinguished by the cluster of networks, rules, beliefs and 
practices that each draws together. These sub-domains represent the social organisation of decision 
making through which management of coastal areas and resources occurs. More fundamentally, 
however, these sub-domains represent societal goals for the coast, as they have manifested to 
address the issues that society considers important and of value and therefore in need of governing.  
 
Although reforms for regionalisation have intended that governance adopt a form that facilitates 
policy coherence at a regional level, the institutions to support this appear underutilised and those of 
individual sub-domains often compete and even conflict. For social-ecological relations to better 
account for cumulative and emergent impacts at this scale better regulation of competition and 
conflict between these sub-domains is required, such that it sustains coastal resources. 
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CHAPTER 6 REGIONAL POLICY SUB-DOMAINS AND INFLUENCES ON THE 
INTEGRATION OF COASTAL ECOSYSTEM VALUES 
“The coast epitomizes the way in which different sectors interact in a common space, often 
pursuing similar resources, with interlinking implications for benefit distribution.”  (Wynberg 
& Hauck 2014, p. 27) 
6.1 INTRODUCTION 
The integration of social, ecological and economic values in public policy is a critical challenge that 
pervades sustainability. This challenge forms part of a complex multi-dimensional need for greater 
integration – including across sectors, jurisdictions and landscapes – to improve management of 
natural resources. Greater integration of values is particularly crucial in policies affecting coastal 
areas where concentrated growth in population and development imposes increasing pressure on 
coastal systems. While issues of policy integration that afflict the coast have been well-documented, 
they also have persisted and endured (Stocker, Kenchington, et al. 2012), with little consensus in 
practice on how value integration can best occur.  
Decisions about the coast and impacts on coastal resources derive from a variety of policy domains.  
These domains deal with different substantive issues and present different policy problems, thereby 
representing distinct activities and systems of institutions. Institutions are the formal and informal 
‘rules’ that enable and structure human interaction (Woodhill 2008), including that with the natural 
environment. Institutions are persistent, predictable arrangements, laws, processes or customs and 
are crucial to sustainability as they allow organised collective efforts to achieve shared goals and 
mediate conflict (Dovers & Hezri 2010). Decision making within policy domains therefore occurs 
within different institutionally defined structures through which social, ecological and economic 
values are modulated. 
 
In Australia, the (sub-national) region has emerged as an important geographical scale that has 
shaped the form of institutional frameworks of decision making that govern public policy 
(Lockwood et al. 2009; Vella et al. 2015). Of particular relevance has been the evolution of these 
arrangements for natural resource management (NRM), where formalisation of a regional model 
has purportedly provided greater capacity for integration across social, ecological and economic 
issues (Lockwood et al. 2009). This strategic approach reflects ecosystem services thinking 
(Pittock, Cork & Maynard 2012) that aims to highlight human dependence on ecosystems by 
making visible their pluralistic values in decision making (Gómez-Baggethun et al. 2014). In the 
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context of coastal management, however, it is not clear how this approach is applied in lower level 
policy throughout the region and what institutions hinder or foster the extent to which value 
integration occurs. Furthermore, as the policies of other domains impact on coastal resources, it is 
pertinent to ask ‘How do the different decision-making structures from different governance 
domains influence value integration?’ 
 
This chapter aims to examine how different decision structures for coastal management can affect 
the integration of social, ecological and economic values in policy. It applies a process-orientated 
evaluation of policy using one decision case from each of the four sub-domains of governance for 
coastal management in south-east Queensland (as identified in Chapter 5). The concept of 
ecosystem services is used to represent pluralistic values. The inquiry is addressed through 
objectives to: (1) assess the comprehensiveness, relative importance and priority of ecosystem 
values considered across sub-domains; (2) determine specific variables, features or attributes of 
decision structures that influenced value integration; and (3) examine the potential influence of 
institutional frameworks on value integration and lessons for future governing. The study applies 
mixed methods to quantitatively assess the inclusion of different ecosystem values and qualitatively 
explain and expand these findings. 
 
The chapter begins by outlining the theoretical basis that draws on the work of Dovers (2006) and 
Dovers and Hezri (2010) to clarify the concepts of institutions and institutional frameworks that 
underpin and constitute different decision structures. It then proceeds to provide a brief outline of 
the selected decision cases of the four sub-domains of coastal governance identified for the study 
region of south-east Queensland. Subsequent sections describe the mixed method that was applied 
and present results for each decision case. The chapter closes with a discussion of the implications 
of the research findings and concluding remarks that relate these findings to the future design of 
policy for greater sustainability across the wider regional governance context. 
6.1.1 Decision making as frameworks of institutions 
Globally the coast has been the focus of significant policy reform and is becoming recognised as a 
separate policy domain (Coffey & Vodden 2012). At a national level, however, prominence of the 
coast in unified federal policy has diminished over the past decade and responses to management 
across state and territory jurisdictions have been variable (Clarke & Harvey 2013). This 
management occurs against the backdrop of a federal constitution that officially does not recognise 
environmental matters, and management ensues from policy and decision making that takes place at 
multiple levels across a number of different governance domains. These governance domains vary 
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in relation to constructs of ‘the coast’, the actors and organisations involved, and the fundamental 
goals for which governance occurs. Decision making about the coast therefore can be understood in 
terms of ’what, by whom and to what end’ (Stocker, Kennedy, et al. 2012) management of the coast 
occurs, and thus establishes fundamental differences between decision structures.  
 
Different decision structures associate different institutions that exert influence over the processes 
by which issues are responded to (Coffey & O'Toole 2012). They provide a context for how values 
can be articulated or expressed, stipulate methods with which to assess trade-offs and ultimately 
decide how different values should be considered (Vatn 2009). For example, concentrated urban 
development along the coast can create strong competition for land-use and structure decision 
making to give precedence to economic appraisals that can limit the expression of intrinsic and non-
use benefits of ecosystems that have broad, but indirect public benefit (Chapter 4) (Simpson et al. 
2016). 
 
The various decision structures reflect different institutional frameworks (i.e., the totality of 
institutions) (Adger et al. 2003) that not only influence policy responses but also frame the issues 
being addressed. They determine which questions are asked and in doing so, shape the definition of 
alternatives and the “transition from question to solution” (Turnbull 2006, p. 11). Any given 
decision is a product of an institutional framework that defines: who should participate and in which 
capacity or role; how and when participation occurs; what types of information and knowledge are 
believed to be valid; and how competing interests and claims are mediated and a final decision is 
taken (Raymond et al. 2010; Vatn 2009). 
 
This research adopts a ‘thick’ conception of institutions (see Adger et al. 2003) as new governance 
modalities involve a wider range of actors operating at an increased number of levels that activates 
a wider array of influences that affect decision making. This recognises that formal components 
(i.e., laws and organisations) and less formal components that are socially embedded (i.e., beliefs 
and norms) interact, often reinforce each other (Ryan et al. 2010), and collectively define the 
settings in which decision making occurs. These settings ultimately determine the suite of 
ecosystem benefits and beneficiaries considered in decision making. 
 
This research predicates that the processes by which diverse and plural values are incorporated in 
decision making are important and not that any particular value type need prevail to advance 
sustainable coastal management. Good processes improve policy quality through more and better 
information management and social learning (Rauschmayer et al. 2009). Furthermore, despite 
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whether implementation coheres to its original intent, a good process is vital as it establishes 
legitimacy of the policy that stands a better chance of acceptance, stability and efficacy (Lawton & 
Rudd 2013). 
6.1.2 Decision cases 
This chapter deepens the case study of the south-east Queensland region and uses retrospective 
decision cases of coastal management to examine influences on policy integration of values. Coastal 
management in south-east Queensland occurs through various overlapping sub-domains of 
governance that represent distinct activities and institutional frameworks. Four sub-domains have 
been distinguished - each driven by a discrete goal and enacted through respective regularised 
decision-making structures: (1) Coastal Planning and Development; (2) Natural Resource 
Management; (3) Major Projects; and (4) Public Land and Coastal Waters. Four decision cases, 
comprising one case from each of the four sub-domains, were selected for analysis. The specific 
case decisions were recommended by the relevant expert or leading practitioner interviewed for the 
previous research phase (Chapter 5) that distinguished the governance sub-domains. Respondents 
were asked to identify a past decision case that: would be representative of decision making within 
the sub-domain; have evidence of the decision; and offer reasonable access to relevant actors and 
information. The location of each site in relation to the south-east Queensland region is shown in 
Figure 10 and is followed by an outline of the decision context for each. Subsequent reference to 
these will be by location only (i.e., Coomera, Pumicestone Passage, Toondah Harbour and 
Cooloola) but imply the actual decision case. 
 
1) Coastal Planning and Development –  
Coomera Town Centre Structure Plan 
The governance sub-domain of Coastal Planning and Development centres on accommodating a 
growing population and managing development to conserve the coast (see Chapter 5). Key decision 
structures include those for creating or amending local government planning schemes (i.e., ‘plan-
making’) and of assessment of development applications against a Scheme (Chapter 5). The 
decision case is that of the Coomera Town Centre Structure Plan that was first endorsed by Gold 
Coast City Council in August 2008 but later revisited and delayed over two subsequent years in 
response to requirements from the state government and at the request from a major land tenant and 
developer. The revised Plan was formally adopted by the Council on 17 September 2010 (GCC 
2010b). The town centre is situated within the ‘coastal zone’ and partly within a ‘coastal 
management district’ as declared under the Coastal Protection and Management Act 1995.   
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The intent of the Coomera Town Centre Structure Plan is to provide statutory provisions for 
development of the retail and commercial centre that encourage a precinct envisioned to be transit-
oriented, integrate diverse development types and preserve networks of open space to maintain 
areas of ecological value, provide for recreation and assist with land use segregation (GCC 2010a). 
Coomera is one of the fastest growing localities in the south east Queensland region and is a major 
greenfield development area (Sargent, Mitchell & Webb 2009). It was first identified as a future 
urban area in the (former) Albert Shire Strategic Plan in 1973, with this status reinforced through 
subsequent regional planning in the 1990’s that included siting of a train station along the Brisbane 
– Gold Coast rail link (Sargent, Mitchell & Webb 2009). Coomera is significant at a regional level 
because of its strategic location between these two major urban areas of the region. Accordingly, 
the designation of areas as non-urban act as key inter-urban breaks and highlight the need for 
efficient use of developable land and clear definition of the extent and character of the emerging 
urban community (DIP 2008). 
 
 
 
Figure 10. Locations of the four decision cases in the south-east Queensland region. 
(Adapted from AIMS 2015b) 
 
 
 
Pumicestone Passage 
Natural Resource Management 
  
Cooloola 
Public Land & Coastal Waters 
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2) Natural Resource Management  – 
Pumicestone Passage and Catchment Action Plan 2013-16  
The governance sub-domain of Natural Resource Management is based on strategic coordination of 
the management and use of natural resources to promote community well-being and sustainability 
(Chapter 5). Decision processes are structured to establish regional priorities and targets for NRM, 
and to determine interventions to best achieve a target or other goal (Chapter 5). The decision case 
selected is that which steered development of the Pumicestone Passage and Catchment Action Plan 
2013-2016 (PPACAP). The PPACAP was developed over a two and half year period using a 
purposively formed stakeholder group comprised of representatives from local and state 
government, regional NRM bodies, community, industry and primary producer groups (SCC & 
MBRC 2009). The Plan was formalised in November 2013 with pledges of support from 
participating groups (MBRC 2014) and through endorsement by the principal project partners - 
Moreton Bay Regional Council (MBRC) on 11 March 2014 (MBRC 2014) and Sunshine Coast 
Council (SCC) on 27 March 2014 (SCC 2014). 
  
The Pumicestone Passage and Catchment Action Plan 2013-2016 sets out a range of actions to 
protect and improve the condition of the Pumicestone Passage catchment and its waterways. The 
Pumicestone Passage is a narrow, shallow tidal waterway situated between the mainland and Bribie 
Island and the passage extends 45 kilometres from Caloundra in the north to Deception Bay in the 
south (SCC & MBRC 2009). The objective of the Plan is to reverse the declining health of the 
Pumicestone Passage catchment and waterways through a series of 41 actions across five key 
management themes: water quality; habitat and biodiversity; planning and sustainability; social and 
cultural values; and economic values.  
 
3) Major Projects  –  
Toondah Harbour Priority Development Area Development Scheme 
The governance sub-domain of Major Projects centres on facilitating major projects to catalyse 
economic and social development and meet infrastructure demand (Chapter 5). Major projects are 
distinguished from regular projects by their cost, size, complexity and long lead times, and are 
likely to have significant environmental effects (DSD 2016b; Productivity Commission 2013). Key 
decision processes include planning to enable and incentivise investment, procurement of 
commercial contracts for project delivery, and appraisal through proposal assessment and 
conditioning of approval (Chapter 5). The decision case is the preparation of the Toondah Harbour 
Priority Development Area Development Scheme. The Priority Development Area (PDA) at 
Toondah Harbour was declared on 21 June 2013 by the Minister for Economic Development 
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Queensland (MEDQ) (EDQ 2014). In accordance with the Economic Development Act 2012, a 
development scheme must be prepared and gazetted within 12 months of a PDA being declared to 
enable streamlined planning and development (DILGP 2015a). Preparation of the Toondah Harbour 
PDA Development Scheme was managed by Redland City Council (RCC) in partnership with the 
state government. The process included workshops dedicated to expert and Councillor consultation 
and public notification that incorporated a range of community consultation. An independently 
organised workshop initiated by the community advocated for an entirely alternate development 
scheme, with this forum instigating the formation of an opposing alliance - Redlands 2030. The 
final Development Scheme was endorsed by RCC on 19 March 2014 (RCC 2014) with statutory 
approval by MEDQ on 29 May 2014 (DILGP 2015b). 
 
Toondah Harbour is located in Cleveland within the RCC local government area. It is situated in the 
south of Moreton Bay and is the primary mainland departure point for water taxis and vehicular 
ferries accessing North Stradbroke Island. The island has a major tourism industry that will be of 
increasing importance with recent state government commitment to phase out sand mining on the 
Island that previously has been a key industry supporting the local and broader regional economy 
(DSD 2016a). Although the harbour is widely accepted as requiring an infrastructure upgrade and 
traffic rationalisation, the area presents a number of challenges to the facilitation of a major project, 
such as values of national environmental significance, fragmented tenure, and existing public assets 
on the site.  
 
4) Public Land and Coastal Waters  –  
Cooloola Recreation Area 
Governance of Coastal Public Land and Waters sub-domain seeks to plan and manage these areas 
in the State’s interest to benefit current and future generations (Chapter 5). The scope of decision 
making is based on area designations to reflect assessment of an area’s most appropriate primary 
use, and management interventions to regulate the area or resource access to support an intended 
area or resource use. The decision case is that of the Cooloola Recreation Area, which was declared 
under the Recreation Areas Management Act 2007 (RAM) on 17 October 2010 (DERM 2010). As 
part of this process a Regulatory Impact Statement (RIS) was required under the Statutory 
Instruments Act 1992, as the intended change to regulation included the imposition of costs on the 
community. An RIS documents and explains the intent and purpose of a proposed regulation, and 
provides a basis for public scrutiny and comment (DERM 2009b). The Cooloola Recreation Area 
RIS advanced the state government vision articulated twelve months earlier in the paper Strategic 
Directions for Cooloola. The process drew on an existing repertoire of community representatives 
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from one of the two affected local government areas through engagement with the Noosa North 
Shore Working Group. 
 
The Cooloola Recreation Area includes part of the Great Sandy National Park and the adjacent 
beaches between Rainbow Beach and Noosa North Shore. It contains outstanding natural, cultural, 
aesthetic and recreational values and formation of an administration for the area enabled 
consolidation of different tenures and coordination of management under a single regime (EPA 
2008). Previously, the area comprised tenures of national park, reserve land, unallocated state land 
and special leases, variously managed by several state government departments as well as Gympie 
Regional Council and Noosa Shire Council (formerly part of Sunshine Coast Council) (DERM 
2009b). During peak holiday periods many camping areas filled beyond capacity, and stretches of 
beach that are used as vehicular (4WD) thoroughfares frequently became congested and presented 
significant public safety risks for pedestrians also using the beach. The intent of declaring the 
Cooloola Recreation Area is to enable a coordinated management regime to address both recreation 
and conservation values using permits and fees, with subsequent revenue applied to improve 
facilities. 
6.2 METHODS 
In-depth interviews of policy actors was undertaken to examine the influence of different decision 
structures on potential policy integration for sustainable coastal management. This method was 
selected because it provides a means: to identify the specific values conferred to ecosystems and 
perceptions of their inclusion in the decision process; and to particularise the variables, features or 
attributes of the decisions cases that influenced policy integration. These idiographic features of 
decision making would be difficult to discern through review of policy-related documents. The 
method is described in relation to: study participant recruitment; the two part interview that assessed 
value inclusion and sought qualitative information; and data analysis.  
 
The initial study participants for each case decision were nominated by the relevant expert 
interviewed for the previous research phase (Chapter 5). These primary participants were asked to 
identify further potential participants for interview. Although sampling was limited by availability, 
selection was purposive to ensure that respondents who had oversight of the decision process were 
included and that there was a mix of government and non-government actors who had been 
involved in the respective case decision. A total of 20 interviews were conducted that comprised 
five respondents (identified as R1 through to R5) from each of the case decisions (identified as C1 
through to C4) throughout the period from 30 June until the 6 September 2016. The number of 
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respondents was appropriate given the exploratory objective of the study, the mixed method nature 
of data that was sought, and the heterogeneity in respondents interviewed (McLaren 2010). 
 
The interview was semi-structured in two parts. First, respondents were presented with a set of 18 
printed statements about the importance or ‘value’ of coastal environments as represented by 
ecosystem services. Each statement had a label that clearly named the ecosystem service and was 
followed by a short, simple description. Respondents were asked to read and assess each statement, 
in reference to the extent of their involvement and understanding, and place it in one of the three 
columns on the large response sheet according to their perception as to whether it was:  
(1) ‘Explicit’ – the value described was openly considered and included in the decision process 
and is likely to be referenced in planning and or decision documents; or 
(2) ‘Inferred’ – the value described was implied or indirectly considered and included in the 
decision process, but is unlikely to be referenced in planning and/or decision documents; or 
(3) ‘Excluded’ – the value described was not considered or included in the decision-making 
process. 
The set of statements comprised three categories each with six ecosystem services representing 
social, ecological and economic values. It was recognised that any single ecosystem service can 
have multiple values (i.e., value pluralism) and that ecological importance is often not regarded as 
an absolute value but as an intermediate value that ultimately provides social and economic values 
(Gómez-Baggethun et al. 2014). To make it clear which value category each statement represented, 
the statement cards were colour coded to indicate whether the importance of the value was assigned 
to: social and cultural benefits; or ecological integrity; or economic benefit. 
 
Respondents were then asked to select the two statements (i.e., a value pair) they thought had been 
prioritised in the decision process. The request to select two statements, rather than one, helped 
identify any prevalence in value type that was perceived as prioritised. Respondents were given the 
opportunity to explain their choice and their assessment of the other statements. This initiated the 
second part of the interview that generated the qualitative data for the purpose of determining 
specific attributes of the decision structure that may have influenced policy integration. Questions 
focused on: the respondents’ capacity and extent of involvement; their understanding and opinion of 
events that initiated the decision process and how this process had framed the object under decision; 
their understanding and perception of who else was involved and how engagement occurred; and 
the strengths and weaknesses of the process to consider all the values identified in the statement 
cards. 
98 
 
 
The quantitative data was managed using Excel software. This related to the assessment by all 
respondents of each value as ‘explicit’, ‘inferred’ or ‘excluded’ and to the selection of a value pair 
considered to be prioritised in the process. The qualitative data was analysed using NVivo (QSR 
version 10) software whereby evaluative coding was applied to transcripts of the interviews to 
discern and assign judgements about decision cases and articulate attributes perceived as 
contributing to values being included or excluded. Each attribute was then assigned to one of four 
categories based on a framework (Chapter 5) from Ryan et al. (2010) that recognises formal and 
informal elements. These categories are defined as: (1) Organisations and Networks - the main 
arrangements through which people and groups interact; (2) Rules and Strategies - key mechanisms 
that control decision making that span legal laws, strategies, codes, agreements and informal 
customs; (3) Beliefs and Understandings - dominant principles that influence decision making 
within the main organisations and networks; and (4) Practices and Behaviours - the main actions 
associated with decision making, such as official functions or informal such as behavioural norms. 
 
The third chapter objective was fulfilled by drawing on normative principles for environmental 
governance to provide key lessons for the future. Claims of ‘good governance’ were those that 
characterise practices occurring in a multi-level system and directed toward sustainable natural 
resource management (see Chapter 5, Table 7). Specific learnings from across the decision cases 
were drawn in relation to normative principles of adaptability and legitimacy as these were most 
relevant to the influences identified from decision structures. 
6.3 RESULTS 
The four decision cases showed integral differences in comprehensiveness of inclusion across value 
types (i.e., social, ecological and economic) and in relative importance of specific ecosystem 
services within value types. Differences were also exhibited in the perceived priority given to 
selected ecosystem services in each decision case. Further, there was considerable variation in the 
number and types of decision structure attributes that were identified as influencing value 
integration and in the emphasis each decision case showed for framework categories. 
6.3.1 Comprehensiveness  
The value assessments (i.e., explicit/inferred/excluded) made by respondents for each of the 18 
ecosystem services were aggregated according to the three value types (social, ecological and 
economic). This indicated how comprehensively the full range of ecosystem values was perceived 
to have been considered in each decision structure (Figure 11 and Figure 12). The decision structure 
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for Pumicestone Passage most comprehensively included ecosystem values with social, ecological, 
and economic types all similarly distributed, strongly made explicit (21, 23 and 16 respectively) and 
with few excluded (1, 0, and 5 respectively). In contrast, decision structures for Coomera and 
Toondah Harbour were the least comprehensive and showed a similar extent of exclusion across all 
value types (i.e., 16;15;12 and 17;14;12 respectively). Differing further was the decision structure 
for Cooloola that showed a noticeable unequal distribution across value types with strong inclusion 
of social and ecological values, particularly ecological values that were included by way of being 
inferred, but greater exclusion of economic values in comparison.  
 
 
  
Figure 11. The relative distribution of ecosystem services aggregated by value type and measured 
by the number of times respondents assessed values as explicit, inferred or excluded, for each 
decision case. 
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Figure 12. The relative distribution of ecosystem services aggregated by assessment category, 
clustered by decision case and measured by the number of times respondents assessed values as 
explicit, inferred or excluded. 
6.3.2 Relative Importance 
The value assessments (i.e., explicit/inferred/excluded) made by respondents were aggregated for 
each of the 18 ecosystem values. This indicated the perceived importance of specific ecosystem 
services, relative to the others (Figure 13). In all decision cases the ecosystem service/s with the 
strongest relative importance, as observed by the highest assessments of values as ‘explicit’, 
logically confirmed the intent and purpose of the decision structure.  
 
Coomera and Toondah Harbour, which were decisions intended to define development scope and 
type, both showed the economic value Land for Development as the single most important 
ecosystem service identified through explicit inclusion. The Coomera process also showed relative 
importance for the ecological services of Habitat and Biodiversity to the extent that four of the five 
respondents considered these to have been explicitly included in the decision structure. Pumicestone 
Passage conferred importance to a broad suite of ecosystem services spanning all value types that 
would be expected for a plan intended for catchment or watershed improvement. These were 
Recreation, Water Quality, Habitat, Biodiversity, and Fisheries and Agriculture. This decision case 
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also showed lesser, but notable importance of a further suite of services assessed by four of the five 
respondents as having been explicitly included - these were Scenic Beauty, Cultural Identity, Land 
for Development, and Natural Resilience. A similar level of importance was also shown for the 
‘inferred’ inclusion of Climate Regulation. The Cooloola decision case, which essentially focused 
on resolving issues associated with recreation, displayed the social value Recreation as the single 
most important ecosystem service through explicit inclusion. Further social and economic values of 
Public Health and Well-being and Nature-based Tourism also displayed relative importance 
through explicit inclusion by four of the five respondents. Similar and notable importance, but by 
inferred inclusion, was shown for the ecological values of Habitat and Biodiversity. 
 
 
Figure 13. The relative importance of individual ecosystem services shown by the number of times 
respondents assessed values as explicit, inferred or excluded, for each decision case. 
6.3.3 Priority 
The ecosystem services perceived as prioritised in each decision case were aggregated by 
respondent count (Table 15). As each respondent was instructed to select two services that they 
considered to have been prioritised, more than one service for each decision case could have 
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returned the maximum respondent count of five. Consensus or near consensus for one particular 
service was evidenced in each case, with this service further reinforcing the intent and purpose of 
the decision structures. In Coomera the service of Land for Development was prioritised (5/5 
respondents); Pumicestone Passage prioritised Water Quality (5/5 respondents); Toondah Harbour 
prioritised Land for Development (5/5); and Cooloola with 4/5 prioritised Recreation. 
Table 15. The ecosystem services assessed by respondents showing a respondent count for services 
perceived as prioritised in decision cases (A) and contrasted with a respondent count where these 
same services where perceived by others to have been excluded (B), with darkened cells denoting 
instances of divergent perception. 
   Coomera Pumicestone Passage Toondah Harbour Cooloola 
           A                    B       A                  B        A                   B        A                   B 
Ecosystem services by 
value type and label 
N
o.
 re
sp
on
de
nt
s w
ho
 
pe
rc
ei
ve
d 
th
e 
se
rv
ic
e 
to
 
be
 p
ri
or
iti
se
d 
(m
ax
. 
co
un
t/s
er
vi
ce
=
5)
 
N
o.
 re
sp
on
de
nt
s w
ho
 
pe
rc
ei
ve
d 
a 
pr
io
ri
tis
ed
 
se
rv
ic
e 
to
 b
e 
ex
cl
ud
ed
 
(m
ax
. c
ou
nt
/s
er
vi
ce
=
5)
 
N
o.
 re
sp
on
de
nt
s w
ho
 
pe
rc
ei
ve
d 
th
e 
se
rv
ic
e 
to
 
be
 p
ri
or
iti
se
d 
(m
ax
. 
co
un
t/s
er
vi
ce
=
5)
 
N
o.
 re
sp
on
de
nt
s w
ho
 
pe
rc
ei
ve
d 
a 
pr
io
ri
tis
ed
 
se
rv
ic
e 
to
 b
e 
ex
cl
ud
ed
 
(m
ax
. c
ou
nt
/s
er
vi
ce
=
5)
 
N
o.
 re
sp
on
de
nt
s w
ho
 
pe
rc
ei
ve
d 
th
e 
se
rv
ic
e 
to
 
be
 p
ri
or
iti
se
d 
(m
ax
. 
co
un
t/s
er
vi
ce
=
5)
 
N
o.
 re
sp
on
de
nt
s w
ho
 
pe
rc
ei
ve
d 
a 
pr
io
ri
tis
ed
 
se
rv
ic
e 
to
 b
e 
ex
cl
ud
ed
 
(m
ax
. c
ou
nt
/s
er
vi
ce
=
5)
 
N
o.
 re
sp
on
de
nt
s w
ho
 
pe
rc
ei
ve
d 
th
e 
se
rv
ic
e 
to
 
be
 p
ri
or
iti
se
d 
(m
ax
. 
co
un
t/s
er
vi
ce
=
5)
 
N
o.
 re
sp
on
de
nt
s w
ho
 
pe
rc
ei
ve
d 
a 
pr
io
ri
tis
ed
 
se
rv
ic
e 
to
 b
e 
ex
cl
ud
ed
 
(m
ax
. c
ou
nt
/s
er
vi
ce
=
5)
 
So
ci
al
 v
al
ue
s 
1. Public health and well-being        1 1 
2. Scenic beauty        2  
3. Cultural identity          
4. Heritage          
5. Existence and bequest 1 3       
6. Recreation  1 2   2 2 4  
E
co
lo
gi
ca
l v
al
ue
s 
7. Water quality maintenance    5      
8. Habitat    3    1  
9. Biodiversity   1 1       
10. Climate regulation         
11. Nutrient cycling        1 2 
12. Natural resilience   1      
E
co
no
m
ic
 v
al
ue
s 
13. Flood/storm control 1 2       
14. Fisheries and agriculture 1  1      
15. Land for development 5    5    
16. Nature based tourism       1  
17. Fresh water          
18. Earth resources      1 2   
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In contrast, the second ecosystem service selected by respondents highlighted where there was 
divergence of perception. This was apparent where the selected service perceived as prioritised was 
assessed by other respondents to have been excluded altogether in the decision structure (see 
darkened cells Table 15). There were four such instances in the Coomera process related to the 
services of Existence and Bequest, Recreation, Biodiversity, and Flood and Storm Control. Two 
instances were shown in the decision case for Toondah Harbour that related to the services of 
Recreation and Earth Resources. Similarly, the Cooloola process presented conflicting perceptions 
of priority for the two services of Public Health and Well-being and Natural Resilience. The 
decision structure of Pumicestone Passage was notable for the absence of instances in divergent 
perception of services prioritised and excluded. 
6.3.4 Attributes of decision structures influencing value integration 
Evaluative coding applied to the qualitative data identified a range of attributes (i.e., variables and 
features) from each decision structure that were perceived as contributing to values being included 
or excluded. This information was aggregated by categories of the four-part institutional framework 
to provide explanation in support or contradiction of the quantitative findings for each decision 
case. 
 
The qualitative data for Coomera portrayed a decision structure where the category of formal rules 
and strategies, together with the organisational arrangements through which these are developed 
and implemented, were most prevalent (Table 16). This data supports the result of low 
comprehensive value inclusion by the number and range of attributes perceived to have excluded 
values (E1 to E8). These attributes comprised: absent and ineffective community and organisational 
arrangements (E1 and E2); narrow and complex policy settings with clear emphasis on growth and 
development (E3 to E6); and practices that supported this strategic direction (E7 and E8). Contrary 
to the result is the attribute of regulatory requirements (I3) perceived to have acted to ensure 
inclusion of a broad range of values. 
 
The high relative importance and consensus of the perceived prioritisation of Land for Development 
is consistent with the presence of organisational or network attributes (I1 and I2) and disciplinary 
principles (I4) that acted to include and influence this ecosystem service, specifically the scope and 
type of development. Although there were four instances that showed differences in perception of 
other values prioritised throughout the process, these could be explained partly by the practice of 
values being unintentionally included by proxy (I5). 
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The Coomera example highlighted that the decision structure focused on values that were planned 
to be created through the development of built form and not provided through natural ecosystems. 
These community benefits, which were intended to ensue through an ‘integrated, mixed-use’ 
development, were not measured or captured in the quantitative data. 
 
Table 16. Attributes of the Coomera decision structure by framework category (colour-coded) 
perceived as influencing value integration. 
Decision attributes perceived as contributing to values being - 
Framework 
category 
Included (I):  
I1. Dispute resolution forum –  
legal processes through the Queensland Planning and Environment Court helped maintain the 
planning intent of the Coomera Town Structure Plan  
Organisations  
& Networks 
I2. Individual ‘champions’ – 
those in positions of power who advocated for broader value inclusion, such as a Councillor 
who was independent of the “developer funded bloc”  
Organisations  
& Networks 
I3. Regulatory requirements –  
clear definition of particular values in legislation as established by SEQ Regional Plan 2005-
2026  
Rules &  
Strategies 
I4. Enduring guiding principles – 
consistent articulation of principles throughout the process for an ‘integrated, mixed use’ and 
‘transit oriented’ town centre  
Beliefs & 
Understandings 
I5. Inclusion by proxy – 
some values were perceived as included by proxy of including others (e.g. vegetation cover 
was considered in respect to Habitat that could act as a surrogate for Climate Regulation) 
Practices & 
Behaviour 
Excluded (E):  
E1. Absence of “community” to represent non-use values  – 
as the area was transitioning in land-use, landholders were either selling up and moving on, or 
were newly settled and demanding expedient development of retail services 
Organisations 
& Networks 
E2. Ineffective subsidiary – 
the multiple roles and approaches adopted by various state agencies diverted the importance 
and function of decision making at that level, with conflicting strategic policies left to local 
government to reconcile 
Organisations 
 & Networks 
E3. Absence of regulatory requirements –  
some values of ecosystems are contemporary constructs and were not recognised in regulation 
or applied at the time, such as Climate Regulation  
Rules &  
Strategies 
E4. Historical policy commitment and expectations  – 
the Coomera area had a long policy history of being designated for future growth and 
development that marginalised the importance of the area’s ecological values  
Rules &  
Strategies 
E5. Path dependent development - 
early strategic decisions, particularly the location of the rail station that dictated proximate 
location of the town centre, constrained genuine inclusion of the ecological values Habitat 
and Biodiversity  
Rules &  
Strategies 
E6. Layers of planning –  
the SEQ Regional Plan 2005-2026 imposed a different regulatory structure for the planning 
process that complicated and stalled decision making,  narrowing its focus to resolving issues 
of development form 
Rules &  
Strategies 
E7. Regulatory capture - 
developer interests were perceived as steering Council voting to the exclusion of broader 
values  
Practices & 
Behaviour 
E8. Exclusion by proxy – 
some values of ecosystems were excluded by proxy of considering their provision only 
through an artificial or built service (e.g. the provision of Flood/storm Control)  
Practices & 
Behaviour 
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The qualitative results for Pumicestone Passage were notable for the full representation of 
framework categories and for the number of attributes perceived to have enabled inclusion of values 
(Table 17; I1 to I7). These results are consistent with comprehensive value inclusion and high 
relative importance for multiple ecosystem services. Attributes for inclusion were: network 
arrangements that were purpose-formed and activated by key individuals (I1 and I2); clear 
recognition and extensive deliberation of the problem construct under decision (I4 and I5); and 
practices that fostered collaboration and consideration of new information (I6 and I7) including 
additional funding opportunities (I3). The lack of instances where prioritised values were perceived 
as excluded further supports the finding that the process was one of comprehensive value inclusion.  
 
Table 17. Attributes of the Pumicestone Passage decision structure by framework category (colour 
coded) perceived as influencing value integration. 
Decision attributes perceived as contributing to values being - Framework category 
Included (I):  
I1. Broad and genuine stakeholder engagement – 
the working group established to develop the Plan represented a diversity of interests, and 
engagement occurred in a manner that cultured trust and social learning  
Organisations 
 & Networks 
I2. Individual ‘champions’ –  
the dedication of key individuals (i.e., council officers facilitating the process) was perceived 
as instrumental to broad stakeholder participation and value inclusion 
Organisations 
 & Networks 
I3. Additional funding –  
funding provided by Federal and state government ensured specific values were considered 
(e.g. Biodiversity)  
Rules &  
Strategies 
I4. Clear recognition of existing knowledge - 
preceding research about water quality decline and health of the Passage, along with public 
promotion, (e.g. conferences) provided a clear and shared problem construct  
Beliefs & 
Understandings 
I5. Expanded discourse – 
language referencing the process broadened from that specific to the Passage to that of the 
catchment (i.e., Pumicestone Passage and Catchment Action) 
Beliefs & 
Understandings 
I6. Collaboration for policy achievement – 
collaborative planning expanded the range of issues and values considered beyond those 
likely included by a single principal project partner (i.e., SCC or MBRC) 
Practices & 
Behaviour 
I7. Adaptive process – 
reflective discussions identified new stakeholders and new information that was able to be 
accommodated in the Plan  
Practices & 
Behaviour 
Excluded (E):  
E1. Self-selecting participants -  
involvement was inclined toward those who had an interest and tended to be environmentally 
aware 
Organisations 
 & Networks 
E2. Scope of the Plan - 
the nature of the Plan being voluntary and non-regulatory was acknowledged as limiting the 
issues able to be considered (e.g. population growth) 
Practices & 
Behaviour 
 
Consensus that Water Quality Maintenance was prioritised is corroborated by the attributes that 
depicted a shared understanding (I4 and I5) about the problem and about the ultimate goals of the 
PPACAP. Although two attributes were suggested to have acted to exclude values, these did not 
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contradict the results for comprehensiveness and relative importance, but drew attention to different 
values that were not quantitatively assessed (e.g. population growth) (E2) and to participants 
external to the decision process (E1) whose perceptions would not have been captured. 
 
The qualitative data for Toondah Habour showed emphasis on the category of practices and 
behaviour (Table 18). This data supports the finding of low comprehensive inclusion of values, as 
shown by the attributes perceived to have excluded values (E1 to E6). These attributes: presented a 
‘policy window’ of regulatory and political alignment that preferenced economic growth and 
development (E1 and E2); applied dominant ideals that restricted the extent and types of values able 
to be considered (E3 and E4); and generated practices that made it difficult for the full range of 
values to be appropriately deliberated (E5 and E6).  
 
Table 18. Attributes of the Toondah Harbour decision structure by framework category (colour 
coded) perceived as influencing value integration. 
Decision attributes perceived as contributing to values being - 
Framework 
category 
Included (I):  
I1. Community initiated forum and alliance –  
a workshop organised independent of government consultation increased public profile for 
issues and values and initiated the community alliance Redlands 2030  
Organisations 
 & Networks 
I2. Diverse consultation formats and opportunity - 
consultation was via a range of means (e.g. ‘open house’ sessions and workshops) and 
encouraged feedback through various ways (e.g. telephone, online, written) 
Practices & 
Behaviour 
I3. Interdisciplinary workshops - 
a series of expert workshops enabled interaction between different professional disciplines 
that facilitated robust “testing” of ideas 
Practices & 
Behaviour 
Excluded (E):  
E1. Political and legislative alignment –  
bi-partisan government (local and state) and legislative support (Economic Development Act 
2012) supported the decision process  
Rules &  
Strategies 
E2. Timeliness – 
the 12 month timeframe specified by the Economic Development Act 2012 prohibited 
genuine community understanding and consultation  
Rules &  
Strategies 
E3. Narrowed problem frame - 
many ideas and decisions about the type and scope of development had already been made 
prior to consultation that constrained identification of issues and values  
Beliefs & 
Understandings 
E4. Economic precedence - 
development viability was predicated on the notion of ‘land value capture’ that externalises 
social and ecological costs 
Beliefs & 
Understandings 
E5. Councillor interest and technical literacy - 
the level of interest, technical understanding and deliberation among Councillors about the 
proposal was perceived as incommensurate to the level of likely impact  
Practices & 
Behaviour 
E6. Polarised and adversarial interaction - 
differing perceptions about the planning and consultation process polarised debate between 
that undermined the legitimacy of issues and information put forth by both ‘sides’ 
Practices & 
Behaviour 
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The result of low comprehensiveness also substantiates the emergence of a new community 
organisation that campaigned on behalf of the wider range of issues and values perceived to have 
been ignored (I1). Although the attributes of community and expert consultation (I2 and I3) imply 
practices for comprehensive value inclusion, the relative importance and perceived prioritisation of 
Land for Development suggests that such engagement focused on particular values associated with 
the type and scope of development. The two instances that showed differences in perception of 
other values prioritised throughout the process could relate to the different contexts of this 
consultation (i.e., community (I2) or expert [I3]). 
 
The qualitative results for Cooloola depicted a decision structure where no single framework 
category was dominant (Table 19). The results are consistent with the quantitative emphasis on 
social and ecological value inclusion that can be substantiated largely by the attribute of core 
business policy (I3). This acted to infer the inclusion of many such values by virtue of the decision 
object (i.e., a protected area). Other attributes for value inclusion were likely to have contributed 
equally across value types and comprised: an effective existing network arrangement for 
engagement (I1); regulatory requirements for consultation (I2); and practices of diverse consultation 
formats and opportunity (I4).  
 
The attributes that identified specific community and political ideals (E2 and E3) were consistent 
with comprehensive inclusion of social values and prioritisation of Recreation, but were perceived 
as acting to exclude the broader range of values. These attributes highlighted the entrenched 
tradition of beach driving (E2) to the extent that attempts to better understand and measure this 
impact were regarded as a threat to this ‘historic right’ (E3) – a view perpetuated by individual 
powerful actors (E1). The two instances that showed a difference in perception as to the other 
values prioritised throughout the process could be explained by the engagement of an existing 
network (I1), as this was established for a different but related purpose regarding land tenure. 
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Table 19. Attributes of the Cooloola decision structure perceived as influencing value integration. 
Decision attributes perceived as contributing to values being - 
Framework 
category 
Included (I):  
I1. Existing working group for engagement - 
the Noosa North Shore Working Group, already in operation, provided a readymade broad 
stakeholder group with established rapport that enabled cohesive feedback on issues and 
values 
Organisations 
 & Networks 
I2. Regulatory requirements for consultation - 
public and inter-governmental consultation processes were specified (under the Statutory 
Instruments Act 1992) as part of the proposed amendment to the Recreation Area 
Management Act 2007 
Rules &  
Strategies 
I3. Core business policy – 
many social and ecological values were inherent in the process because of the very nature of 
the business in providing national parks and recreational areas  
Rules &  
Strategies 
I4. Diverse consultation formats and opportunity -  
consultation and invitation to provide comment on the Regulatory Impact Statement occurred 
through a range of means (e.g. advertising and written letters) and feedback could be provided 
through various ways (e.g. telephone, online, written and in person) 
Practices & 
Behaviour 
Excluded (E):  
E1. Individual ‘champions’ –  
key individuals from the business sector were perceived as powerful and lobbying strongly 
for private interests  
Organisations 
 & Networks 
E2. Historical rights – 
the long-term practice of beach driving had established an historical right that prioritised this 
issue   
Beliefs & 
Understandings 
E3. Marginalisation of scientific knowledge – 
research initiates to better understand the impacts of beach driving on coastal processes were 
not politically supported 
Beliefs & 
Understandings 
E4. Community consultation overload – 
consultation processes for other policies were occurring at the same time (e.g. marine park 
zoning and State Coastal Plan) that reduced community input 
Practices & 
Behaviour 
6.4 DISCUSSION 
The aim of this chapter was to examine how different decision structures relevant to coastal 
management influence integration of social, ecological and economic values. This was achieved 
through evaluation of retrospective decision cases from each of the four coastal governance sub-
domains in the south-east Queensland region. Mixed methods were applied that showed 
fundamental differences across the decision structures in the extent to which values were integrated 
and the prevalence that different institutions were perceived as influencing value integration. 
Discussion focuses on these differences in relation to the substantive issue, policy problem and 
approach that structured each decision case to articulate the key influence from each. These 
influences are then related to normative principles to help reveal lessons for future governing. 
 
The Coomera decision case selected for the Coastal Planning and Development governance sub-
domain reflects a decision structure that addresses the substantive issue of housing supply and 
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associated retail/commercial services to accommodate population increase. The issue was framed 
and made tractable through the policy response (i.e., the Coomera Town Centre Structure Plan) that 
seeks to encourage and direct development scope and type. The perceived limited comprehensive 
integration of values was attributed to the prevalence of formal rule-based institutions that exerted 
influence from other administrative levels (i.e., cross-level) and as a result of outcomes from past 
decisions (i.e., cross-scale). This suggests a decision structure with a pre-existing constrained 
capacity for value integration. 
 
The governance sub-domain for Natural Resource Management was examined with use of the 
Pumicestone Passage decision case that focuses on the issue of water quality decline. The problem 
was defined as multi-sectoral and as requiring improved stewardship and practices across the 
catchment to reduce sediment and nutrient loads into receiving waters (i.e., Pumicestone Passage 
and Catchment Action Plan). Value integration was perceived as comprehensive, with value 
inclusion attributable to all four framework categories. The decision structure reflects a process that 
intentionally pursued comprehensive value inclusion. This calls attention to the policy approach 
whereby effective delivery is dependent on suasive action by multiple actors and their willingness 
to act is contingent on a process that produces fair outcomes.  
 
The decision case of Toondah Habour selected for the Major Projects governance sub-domain 
addresses the issue of inadequate infrastructure. The problem was framed through the policy 
response of a regulatory development scheme to facilitate re-development of harbour facilities by 
encouraging and directing investment. Overall the process was perceived to have had limited value 
integration with the category of practices dominant and attributed to values being both included and 
excluded. This indicates that practices attributed to value exclusion had a disproportionate influence 
and/or that those purported to have included values were ineffective. The decision structure 
suggests one that has limited intent or capacity to mediate competing claims. 
 
The fourth decision case of Cooloola selected for the governance sub-domain of Public Land and 
Coastal Waters deals with the issue of overuse and degradation of the beach area. The problem was 
defined as requiring consolidated land tenure to coordinate management and regulate access. 
Although no single framework category was more prevalent than another, comprehensive inclusion 
specific to social and ecological values was attributed to a formal ‘rule’. This reflects a decision 
structure that has a high in-built capacity to integrate the value types that are often overlooked or 
under-valued in processes, such as intrinsic and non-use ecosystem benefits. 
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The four cases of Coomera, Pumicestone Passage, Toondah Harbour and Cooloola respectively 
highlight that decision structures can influence value integration because they can pre-define: (1) 
the range of values being considered; (2) the means by which a policy can be achieved and is 
contingent on comprehensive value inclusion; (3) an intent to mediate competing claims; and (4) the 
extent to which intrinsic and non-use ecosystem benefits are inherently included. These influences 
result from the architecture that governance has adopted, which has manifested at the regional scale 
in the form of different governance configurations that represent different goals for the coast. 
Although sustainable management, and sustainability more broadly, is a higher order social goal 
(Dovers 2006) beyond the capacity and substantive issues addressed in any single policy domain, 
governance actors can exercise their powers such that governing becomes orientated toward this 
goal. In this instance claims of ‘good governance’ that characterise practices occurring in a multi-
level system and directed toward sustainable natural resource management can provide key lessons 
for the future. Specific learnings from across the decision cases can be drawn in relation to 
normative principles that are the most relevant to the influences identified from decision structures: 
adaptability (Coomera); and legitimacy (Pumicestone Passage, Toondah Harbour and Cooloola). 
6.4.1 Lessons for future governing 
Decision structures that bound and limit the range of values considered (i.e., Coomera), narrow the 
range of options for consideration in future decisions and present institutions that are limited by 
adaptability. In this instance, adaptability refers to purposeful system processes and procedures that 
take stock of changing social and ecological conditions and facilitate policy learning by inducing 
changes in response to this information. Governing for adaptability is of particular importance to 
value integration in a coastal landscape as it is a complex, dynamic environment that is changing 
constantly, as are the properties of the ecosystems that people find useful and therefore of value. 
The case decision of Coomera highlights how institutional frameworks can become inflexible and 
‘rigid’ (Duit & Galaz 2008) and can give rise to path dependent trajectories that are difficult to 
change (Table 16; E4 and E5).   
The selection of [railway] stations was not ideal. There was never a review of whether those 
locations were in the right position from an ability to achieve land use outcomes but also 
constructability as some areas are quite steep and difficult to develop around - which is the 
story of the Coomera town centre…. It is the site of two federally listed species…the 
Powerful Owl and the Water Mouse, plus the koala - it was a case of there had been long-
term commitments for development on the site, and the investments by government and the 
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private sector had occurred, and the opportunity to suddenly go "stop we aren't going to do 
this" just wasn't there. (C1R2) 
 
Adaptive approaches can be steered by governance actors through deliberate effort to embed 
systematic processes of monitoring, evaluation and review such that organisational and policy 
learning occurs (Lockwood et al 2010). The decision case of Pumicestone Passage provides an 
example of an initiative that is adaptive and flexible and with capacity to enable participants to learn 
(Table 17; I7). 
There was ongoing discussion, so it is a living plan and if new opportunities do arise we can 
accommodate them into the plan - it is not prescriptive - it is strategic but flexible…The plan 
review keeps the momentum going and it needs to be reviewed as people change, funding 
changes and elected members change - it maintains relevance and momentum. (C2R2) 
Adaptability intentionally seeks a diversity of information through ‘what if’ thinking (Lockwood et 
al. 2010) and ‘forward–looking’ analyses (Kemp & Parto 2005) to forecast scenarios. In contrast, 
adaptability is constrained when processes restrict knowledge input so feedback becomes self-
reinforcing and limits comparisons to existing options (Sloan 2011). Examples of these tendencies 
were shown in the decision cases of Toondah Harbour that preferenced economic information 
(Table 18; E4) and that of Cooloola whereby scientific knowledge was marginalised (Table 19; E3) 
– “we just wanted more information, such as, is there better management options? That's what 
RAM should have been about - exploring other opportunities” (C4R4). Governing for adaptability 
seeks opportunity to apply feedback to change policy outcomes, thereby requiring a focus on 
reflexivity and continued learning (Stocker, Kenchngton, et al. 2012). Governing should induce 
processes that are “explicit, formalised and ongoing” (Myers et al. 2012, p. 164) to entrench 
reflexivity such that it can help change perspectives on system goals and the means by which they 
are pursued. 
Decision structures that are contingent on comprehensive value inclusion (i.e., Pumicestone 
Passage) or that internalise intrinsic non-use values (i.e., Cooloola) provide a source of learning as 
to how these influences become valid and legitimate within a system. In this context legitimacy is a 
key factor in the effectiveness of governance arrangements and relates to the authority to govern, as 
conferred through democratic statue or earned through acceptance (Lockwood et al. 2010). Given 
the diversity of people, perspectives and interests present on the coast, the integrity with which 
authority is exercised to mediate competing values and arrive at decisions is crucial. Decision 
outcomes are more likely to be accepted or seen as “appropriate” (Bernstein 2005, p. 157) by the 
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community where communication and participation in decision processes is genuine and authentic, 
such that they are less likely to be contested. Accordingly, the rules and practices or “procedural 
justice” that relates to communication and participation are intimately tied to the legitimacy of 
decision outcomes (Adger et al. 2003, p. 1099). 
Governing for procedural legitimacy can be driven by governance actors through processes that 
facilitate genuine stakeholder participation and dialogue such that it cultivates mutual trust. The 
decision cases of Pumicestone Passage (Table 17; I1 and I6) and Cooloola (Table 19; I1) provide 
examples indicating that trust-building takes time and requires forums with a culture of respect 
where participants feel comfortable to share their views and in which there is collective input and 
commitment. “Everyone makes an effort and turns up and the way they have engaged people hasn't 
been threatening. They [the project officers] are to be commended in keeping people on board in a 
very respectful way” (C2R1). 
Future governing can be made difficult where conditions of mistrust have developed and the 
legitimacy of a process or governing body has been compromised as a result. Cultural expectations 
define what is or is not a legitimate decision process (Adger et al. 2003) that calls attention to 
aspects of democratic processes, including the importance of transparency and fairness. The 
decision case of Toondah Harbour illustrates a context where greater opportunity to participate in 
and influence decision making was expected by non-government actors. An expedited ‘fast-tracked’ 
consultation process provided limited time for community understanding of the large-scale nature of 
the project and its potential affect to any number of interests (Table 18; E2).  
It was the speed and arrogance and lack of genuine concern for community consultation - 
the whole process was disingenuous…The level of consultation was shallow, not 
transparent, it seemed to be more a process of minimal information sharing rather than any 
genuine desire to consult – "we're the government, trust us, we know what we're doing". 
(C3R5) 
 
In summary, the four decision cases represent four institutional frameworks with varying influences 
that act to modulate the integration of social, ecological and economic values in decision making. 
Although each address a different substantive issue that affects the coast and coastal resources, 
there are commonalities across them in being able to progress sustainable management through 
governing in accordance to principles of adaptability and legitimacy. 
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6.5 CONCLUSION 
This chapter has determined that the different decision structures relevant to coastal management 
influence value integration in ways that reflect the origin of their policy sub-domain. These 
influences can define which values make the ‘agenda’ and the extent to which values are 
internalised in decision processes. Decision structures can also determine the extent to which policy 
decisions require broad value inclusion and stakeholder ‘buy-in’ to be effective. Further, different 
decision structures can influence the integrity with which competing values are mediated.  
 
Despite diversity among the different institutional frameworks, normative principles of adaptability 
and legitimacy provide a shared basis to direct future governing for sustainable coastal 
management. Governing for adaptability recognises the complex and dynamic environment of the 
coast. It requires actors to embed processes that invoke broad feedback on social-ecological 
conditions and which can accommodate responsive change. Governing for legitimacy recognises 
the diverse and contested nature of the coast. It obliges actors to have greater regard for procedural 
integrity and authenticity, regardless of statutory authority. 
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CHAPTER 7 FUTURE POLICY FOR SUSTAINABLE COASTAL MANAGEMENT 
This chapter returns to the overarching, primary research question and draws together the 
contributions from the four research objectives that structured the thesis. The chapter begins by 
reiterating the research problem and proposed research strategy and proceeds with an outline of the 
major findings from each of the core chapters (4-6) and an overview of key limitations to the study. 
Subsequent sections define the major contributions of the thesis to the primary field of coastal 
management and conclude by highlighting future research needs. 
7.1 A  CHALLENGE OF VALUE INTEGRATION AT A REGIONAL LEVEL 
This thesis opened with a broad construction of ‘the coast’ as geographic regions that are significant 
across the world because of humanity’s threat to continued coastal ecosystem function and service 
provision and because of humanity’s dependence on these systems. The difficulties in management 
of the coast were described as deriving from the biophysical complexity of coastal areas, with this 
complexity creating uncertainty in the processes and outcomes of decision making. Further, policy 
decisions about coastal uses are often contested as a diversity of people, perspectives and interests 
coincide in coastal areas. This decision making is central to facilitate sustainability and fair 
outcomes that require the mediation of competing coastal values.  Accordingly, the core challenge 
to sustainable coastal management proposed in this thesis is a challenge for policy to best integrate 
social, ecological and economic values. The research frame was narrowed by specific focus on 
Australian coastal management, and overlayed with the facet of scale to reflect the importance of 
public policy governance at the regional level. The primary research question posited was “In what 
ways does regional governance influence the integration of pluralistic ecosystem values for 
sustainable coastal management policy?” 
 
To examine the influence on the integration of social, ecological and economic values the concept 
of value pluralism was applied, with purposeful meaning to ecosystems. The research strategy 
adopted a case study approach with four objectives to represent specific study components of 
influences immanent at a regional level: (1) Australian public policy; (2) stakeholder perspectives; 
(3) governance architecture; and (4) governance sub-domains. Policy analysis was specified to 
occur through a process-orientated approach in which evaluation focused on the social processes of 
decision making, rather than resource condition outcomes resulting from decision making. In 
substantiating a process-orientated approach the premise that interdependence between human and 
environment relations are fundamental to governance was introduced. The specific region of south-
east Queensland was validated as an appropriate case study, providing an administratively complex 
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region containing seven coastal councils and located outside the supra-region of the Great Barrier 
Reef catchment.  
7.2 MAJOR FINDINGS 
This thesis examined how pluralistic coastal ecosystem values are integrated in decision making 
and policy in the context of regional governance. The four research objectives that structured the 
study approach are restated in this section and accompanied by a summary of the method applied 
and major findings for each. 
 
OBJECTIVE 1. Review coastal management in the context of Australian public policy and identify 
macro influences that shape current practices (Chapter 3). 
 
This first objective was addressed by a review of literature related to public policy and 
administration, natural resource management and coastal management with an emphasis on the 
Australian context. The theoretical basis underpinning notions of public policy and ‘the coast’ were 
critically examined and this highlighted a diversity of interpretations for both. Concepts of public 
policy help explain whether a government chooses to respond to problems of coastal management, 
how these problems are structured and what actions are taken. These notions underpin concepts of 
‘the coast’ that vary according to policy intent and purpose.  
 
The system of federalism in Australia was depicted as a foundational influence in public policy that 
establishes which government actors are relevant and the instruments or means by which policy can 
be achieved. The influence of the paradigm government to governance was recognised, as it 
emphasises the changing role of government actors (the ‘state’) and non-state actors that now share 
power in policy development and delivery. The trend toward regionalism was of particular 
influence in contemporary Australian public policy, with its re-emergence evident across many 
policy areas from economic development to environmental management. 
 
Approaches to coastal management in Australia were portrayed as evolving within the context of 
varying notions of public policy that frame definitions of the coast, together with macro influences 
of federalism, governance and regionalism. Further, these approaches were noted to reflect global 
trends toward sustainability, integrated coastal (zone) management and climate change adaptation. 
Despite ideological changes intended for greater public and non-state actor involvement in policy, 
government was recognised as retaining a major role for sustainable coastal management. Particular 
significance was attributed to the role of local government as it exercises devolved powers for 
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environmental protection and development control, yet is subject to pressure from increasing and 
diverse community expectations of coastal uses. Responses from local government in management 
of the coast are critical influences that determine the issues and approaches for which policy is 
developed within a region. 
 
OBJECTIVE 2. Identify ‘what is valued’ about the coast and examine how regional perspectives can 
influence value integration in policy (Chapter 4). 
 
The second objective investigated ‘what is valued’ about the coast by applying Q-methodology to 
systematically study stakeholder perspectives throughout the south-east Queensland region and 
using of mangrove ecosystem services as a means to represent value pluralism. The interview and 
Q-sorting components of the Q-method technique were performed with 43 respondents that 
represented nine stakeholder categories. The method enabled identification of natural groups among 
stakeholders with shared values. The theoretical background established that consideration of 
individual ecosystem services as elements of an interrelated whole or ‘bundle’ can highlight the 
underlying motivation for management of an ecosystem and the core reasons for which it is valued, 
with trade-offs arising when these are divergent. 
Factor analysis identified four perspectives that were labelled: (1) Green Infrastructure; (2) 
Recreational Opportunity and Well-being; (3) Sustaining Regional Industries and Communities; 
and (4) Coastal Living. These perspectives highlighted competing stakeholder priorities that 
underpin demand for bundles of coastal ecosystem services, although with subtle differences in 
importance attributed to specific ecosystem services within bundles. These differences potentially 
influence coastal management depending on which services are prioritised in the decision-making 
process. Decisions in favour of services that are ‘provisioning’ pose the greatest threat to retention 
of the full range of ecosystem values, in contrast to decisions favouring ‘regulating’ services that 
preserve options for future delivery of services. The competitive and constrained nature of coastal 
areas within the region, however, promotes the economic value of coastal land. This can privilege 
policies for development over others that align with ‘regulating’ and ‘supporting’ ecosystem 
services that provide broad indirect public benefit, but are less conducive to economic valuation. 
 
Whilst it was shown that the expression of perspectives that support intrinsic and non-use benefits 
of coastal ecosystems can be limited by reliance on economic appraisals, it was also shown that 
coastal policies and decisions are determined by the power, urgency and legitimacy (i.e., saliency) 
of stakeholders to put forth and promote their perspectives in a decision-making context. Levels of 
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saliency for any given stakeholder are likely to change dependent on the given decision context, and 
stakeholder coalitions combine different forms of saliency that ultimately determine the political 
feasibility of coastal policy outcomes. In this study, local governments were the dominant 
stakeholder, present in three of the four stakeholder perspectives and often with a high level of 
saliency in decision making. This revealed the potential of local governments to support either 
conservation or development of mangrove areas and highlighted their conflicting interests in 
decisions of coastal management. Further, it highlighted that the coastal future of the region will be 
determined by the extent that non-government stakeholder groups can effectively advocate the 
continuing provision of ecosystem services as a viable alternative to the monetary benefits that 
result from coastal development. 
 
OBJECTIVE 3. Examine the key decision structures and processes that comprise sub-domains of 
governance in the region that affect the coast and identify how this architecture 
influences policy coherence for sustainable coastal management (Chapter 5). 
 
The third research objective examined the key decision structures and processes of governance (i.e., 
architecture) throughout the region that impact on coastal areas and resources, and how policy 
between these respective sub-domains cohere to advance sustainable management. It applied a 
descriptive-normative approach that involved using literature and expert interviews to first describe 
the various sub-domains and subsequently to assert judgements of policy coherence with reference 
to normative principles for multi-level environmental governance. A review of published and grey 
literature, as well as policy documents, enabled formulation of a draft synchronic overview of the 
regional governance system that was validated and refined through six in-depth interviews with a 
range of relevant experts from the region. The theoretical background conceptualised coastal 
governance as one component of a social-ecological system and comprised of different sub-domains 
or systems of institutions. A ‘thick’ interpretation of institutions was applied with a four part 
framework of categories that helped distinguish the observed sub-domains. 
 
The architecture of the south-east Queensland coastal governance system was depicted as four 
overlapping sub-domains: (1) Coastal Planning and Development; (2) Natural Resource 
Management; (3) Major Projects; and (4) Public Land and Coastal Waters.  Each sub-domain had 
a discrete goal which was enacted through regularised decision-making structures that draw 
together distinct clusters of networks, rules, beliefs and practices. These sub-domains represent the 
social organisation of decision making through which management of coastal areas and resources 
occurs within the region and more fundamentally, they also represent societal goals for the coast.  
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The strengths and opportunities that affect coherence of governance arrangements for sustainable 
coastal management in the region were shown to relate to four normative governance principles - 
integration, accountability, adaptability and capability. The strengths asserted were: existing 
formalised regional networks (integration); strong informal downward accountability; prominent 
regional level planning (adaptability); and policy ‘fit-for-scale’ (capability). Corresponding to these 
strengths, opportunities for greater policy coherence to promote sustainable coastal management 
included: an emphasis on processes rather than outputs within regional networks (integration and 
adaptability); strengthening of formal mechanisms for downward accountability such as regional 
reporting that makes legible cumulative coastal impact; and emphasis on regional governance as 
reflexive and adaptive for greater knowledge uptake (adaptability) such that organisational and 
social learning occurs to better manage complexity and uncertainty (adaptability). Although reforms 
for regionalisation have intended that governance adopt a form that facilitates policy coherence at a 
regional level (Clarke 2011), the research indicated that institutions to support regional coherence 
are underutilised and those of individual sub-domains often compete and even conflict, thereby 
negatively affecting the sustainability of coastal resources. 
 
OBJECTIVE 4. Evaluate the sub-domains of coastal governance in the region and determine how 
their different institutional frameworks influence value integration in policy (Chapter 
6). 
 
The fourth research objective used retrospective decision cases identified in the preceding objective 
(Chapter 5) to analyse how different decision structures for coastal management in the region can 
affect value integration in policy. It applied a process-orientated evaluation of policy using one 
decision case from each of the four sub-domains of governance. Mixed methods were used based on 
in-depth interviews of 20 policy actors with equal representation from across the sub-domains. The 
inclusion of different ecosystem values were quantitatively assessed with measures of 
comprehensiveness, relative importance and priority, with qualitative data used to determine 
specific decision attributes that influenced value integration. The theoretical background depicted 
different decision structures as different institutional frameworks that define the settings of decision 
making and which ultimately determine the suite of ecosystem benefits and beneficiaries that are 
considered. 
 
The four cases of Coomera, Pumicestone Passage, Toondah Harbour and Cooloola showed that 
decision structures can influence value integration in ways that reflect the origin of their policy sub-
domain. These influences were exerted through: bounding and limiting the range of values that 
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make the ‘agenda’; the extent to which policy decisions require broad value inclusion and 
stakeholder ‘buy-in’ to be effective; the extent to which values are internalised in decision 
structures; and the integrity with which competing values are mediated. Whilst these influences 
result from the architecture that governance has adopted, specific learnings were drawn from across 
the decision cases for future governing. Similar to Objective 3 (Chapter 5) normative principles for 
practices deemed ‘good’ in a multi-level system and directed toward sustainable natural resource 
management were used as a basis to assert key learnings. 
 
Despite diversity among the different institutional frameworks, normative principles of adaptability 
and legitimacy provided a shared basis to direct future governing for sustainable coastal 
management. Governing for adaptability recognises the complex and dynamic environment of the 
coast. It requires actors to embed processes that invoke broad feedback on social-ecological 
conditions and which can accommodate responsive change. Governing for legitimacy recognises 
the diverse and contested nature of the coast. It obliges actors to have greater regard for procedural 
integrity and authenticity, regardless of statutory authority. 
7.3 LIMITATIONS 
The limits of this research relate to the nature of case studies and the particularisation of findings 
that are restricted in space and time (Lincoln & Guba 2009). Two main limitations had potential to 
impact on the research findings and ability to answer the primary research question. These 
limitations relate to: (1) the embedded units of analysis that were researched within the case study 
region; and (2) the synchronic approach used for analysis. 
Embedded Units of Analysis 
The embedded case study units of analysis are potential limitations as alternatives could have been 
selected as objects of investigation. These units comprised: mangrove ecosystem services (Chapter 
4); governance sub-domains (Chapter 5); and decisions cases (Chapter 6).  
 
First, mangroves were selected as a case study setting to represent value pluralism (Chapter 4) as 
mangroves has been subject to significant loss and impact throughout the region, yet offer a diverse 
range of important ecosystem services. The ecosystem represents obvious divergent values of the 
coast, in particular where they are directly replaced by coastal development. A range of other 
ecosystems, or ecosystem complexes such as coastal wetlands (see Burley et al. 2012), or landscape 
values (see Fagerholm et al. 2012) could have been selected to represent ‘what is valued’ about the 
coast. Selection of the mangrove ecosystem did not critically limit validity as the study did not 
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claim that all views had been captured nor aim to generalise. Rather, the study component sought to 
identify different types of values and to use these as a means to examine how they influence 
decision making.  
 
The case study’s second embedded unit of analysis was governance sub-domains (Chapter 5). 
Alternative depictions could have been used to describe the governance (sub-) systems. For 
example, descriptions of governance can be applied according to features such as state-society 
relations that determine the mode of governance observed (e.g. self-governance, co-governance, 
networked, hybrid or state-centric) (e.g. Kooiman & Jentoft 2009). These and other assertions of 
governance typologies (see Duit & Galaz 2008) would have required in-depth examination of how 
particular regimes have evolved, a comparative analysis to validate systems as being one type or 
another, and would have changed the research intent from descriptive to comparative. The study 
component, however, aimed to describe the form that coastal governance has adopted in the region 
by identifying where coastal interests manifest in decision structures and processes of various 
policy domains and how these interact. It is novel in its depiction of the coastal governance system 
and therefore provides a valuable basis for further research to enable governance modes to be 
asserted. The research validity was not limited by absence of information relating to governance 
typologies, but instead provides an important platform on which such study can be based.  
 
The third embedded case study unit was that of specific decision cases to examine value integration 
in policy (Chapter 6). A potential minor limitation was the inability to show to what extent or which 
influence had the greatest impact. This research treated all decision attributes, perceived as 
influencing value integration, as equal. Methods that seek a measure of relative influence have been 
applied, such as through use of a risk assessment approach (see Dale et al. 2013). However, as this 
study component aimed to examine how and in what ways different decision structures can affect 
value integration in policy, measures of relative influence were not the research focus although 
indicate an avenue for future study. 
Synchronic Approach of Analysis 
The synchronic approach across all units of analysis potentially limited the research as it represents 
the situation or context at one point in time (i.e., a ‘snapshot’). While this approach provided results 
of ‘what is valued’, what institutional frameworks exist, and how these different systems can affect 
value integration, this approach cannot inform on the extent and direction of change for these units. 
For example, what is valued about ecosystems is context dependent and likely to change over time 
(De Groot, Fisher & Christie 2010) and also between decision contexts (Gorddard et al. 2012). 
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Further, governance systems are continually changing and bureaucratic structures evolve in such a 
way to define the policy choices available (Sato 2013). Although the findings of the study are 
temporally bounded, they provide a rich particularisation of the case that allows for others to readily 
assess the degree of ‘transferability’ (Schofield 2009) to a similar context. 
7.4 MAJOR CONTRIBUTIONS 
This thesis engages a range of scholarship including public policy and administration, 
environmental governance, and NRM but makes primary contributions to the field of coastal 
management. These contributions relate to knowledge of: (1) how different ecosystem values can be 
disadvantaged or privileged in decision making; (2) the scope and array of governance structures 
through which coastal management is effected; and (3) the ways in which decision structures can 
constrain or enable inclusion of different ecosystem values in coastal decisions. 
The research contributes knowledge firstly by demonstrating the types of ecosystem values that can 
occur in coastal systems experiencing growth and development pressure and within this context 
how these values can be disadvantaged or privileged in decision making. This contribution builds 
on the research of Coffey and O'Toole (2012) and Clarke et al. (2013) who recognise that the 
variety of interests and values that are present on the coast, as supported by different forms of 
knowledge, need to have a bearing on governance processes to help resolve coastal management 
problems. Improving the diversity of knowledge forms used in decision making can widen the 
spectrum of coastal issues being considered, broaden policy settings (Clarke & Harvey 2013) and 
thereby maintain options for the future (Gorddard et al. 2012). Specifically, this research extends 
such scholarship by showing that the competitive and constrained nature of coastal areas observed 
within the study region, which are likely to occur elsewhere, is fundamental to understanding how 
values can be disadvantaged or privileged. This feature of the coastal region was shown to promote 
the economic value of coastal land that can potentially privilege decisions in favour of development 
over those that provide broad indirect public benefit. A corollary to this contribution in the context 
of Australian federalism is that local governments are likely to retain a major role in decision 
making concerning coastal resources and have conflicting interests in these decisions. This 
reinforces practices that encourage participation of diverse stakeholder groups and extends the list 
of reasons (see Reed 2008) as to why best practice for stakeholder engagement is so important. In 
this instance, inclusive stakeholder participation is necessary to capture and promote a broad 
spectrum of ecosystem benefits in decision making that can otherwise be overlooked or 
undervalued. 
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A second knowledge contribution is the depiction of coastal management at a regional level as 
effected through an array of decision structures and processes that span four overlapping sub-
domains of governance. These relate to Coastal Planning and Development; Natural Resource 
Management; Major Projects; and Public Land and Coastal Waters. Policy review, research and 
discourse relating to coastal management in Australia predominately relates to a single particular 
domain (e.g. Clarke 2011), a limited extent of domains (e.g. Coffey & Vodden 2012) and seldom 
has acknowledged all four collectively (e.g. Dale et al. 2013). This research builds on literature that 
cautions against analysis of isolated governance components that can risk invoking reform which is 
poorly integrated within the broader governance system (Dale, Vella & Potts 2013). The systems 
view adopted in this research provides a useful and valuable tool for policy evaluation to help 
determine how efforts for sustainable coastal management might be undermined and therefore 
improved that can inform the design of future interventions.  
A third and final contribution of this research is the explicit articulation of the ways in which 
decision structures can constrain or enable the inclusion of different ecosystem values in coastal 
decisions. This knowledge adds to literature that recognises any given decision structure as 
comprised of a framework of institutions that contextualises policy responses (Alexandra 2012; 
Coffey & O'Toole 2012). Application of this knowledge often: evasively defines the exact means by 
which decision structures effect mediation of values; generically attribute influences as 
‘institutional’; or focuses analysis on a formal regulation or law that limits interpretation of 
‘institutions’. This research extends such scholarship by using a ‘thick’ analysis of institutions and 
by providing specific examples of how decision structures have influenced value inclusion (or 
exclusion). These influences were observed as being exerted through: bounding or limiting the 
range of values that make the ‘agenda’; the extent to which policy decisions require broad value 
inclusion and stakeholder ‘buy-in’ to be effective; the extent to which values are internalised in 
decision structures; and the integrity with which competing values are mediated. This knowledge 
can be used by policy actors as a basis for inquiry and reflection as part of a broader process for 
adaptive management to help facilitate organisational and policy learning. 
7.5 FUTURE RESEARCH 
Efforts for future research are recommended to occur in accordance with two central themes. These 
are a greater understanding of: (1) how values are changing; and (2) the relative influences that 
affect their mediation in decision making. 
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The significance of this research partially stems from recognition of how value pluralism is 
manifested for coastal systems. As these systems are inherently dynamic and subject to increasing 
pressure from population and development, and because values are context dependent, future 
research should be directed toward understanding how these values are changing and forecasting 
what values are likely to be important in the future. This work is necessary to give credence to 
policies at varying levels that seek to protect ecosystem values whose current properties may be of 
little use and therefore undervalued. 
 
Lastly, this research has also been significant in recognition of the various influences that affect 
mediation of values in decision making at a regional level. Whilst a range of governance domains 
and decision structures were identified as exerting influence, it would be useful to understand to 
what extent these influences enabled or constrained value inclusion. This could help to illuminate 
where power may pervert sustainable outcomes and help target and prioritise efforts for policy 
reform.  
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